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ABSTRACT 
ACCESSING LITERACY: A STUDY OF FIRST GRADE CHILDREN 
PARTICIPATING IN AN EARLY INTERVENTION PROGRAM 
MAY 1994 
MICHELE DUFRESNE, B.A. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
AMHERST 
M. Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by Professor Masha K. Rudman 
Children who experience early reading difficulties in school tend to 
remain poor readers throughout their school years. By fourth grade children 
with reading difficulties may be working more than two years behind their 
classmates and the gap widening. Intervention at the very beginning of 
literacy acquisition holds promise for helping large numbers of children to 
avoid this pattern of failure. It is crucial, therefore, to learn as much as 
possible about how classrooms teachers and reading teachers can best help 
high-risk students early on, before the pattern of failure is firmly established. 
The major purpose of this study has been to learn more about how and 
when children receiving an early intervention transfer their new knowledge 
to use in their regular classrooms. Do they utilize the skills they are learning 
in the one-to-one tutoring situation when they return to the classroom? Does 
participation in the intervention give students increased access to classroom 
literacy? An additional purpose has been to probe promising practices for 
supporting high-risk beginning readers in the transition from intervention 
back to the classroom. 
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The study employs qualitative research methods. It monitors the 
progress of four children involved in an early intervention program, both in 
the intervention and in the first grade classroom. Data collected over an 
eight- month period are drawn from participant observation, audio and video 
taping of representative portions of the classroom reading program, teacher 
and student interviews, notes and reflections, and student assessments. 
The study concludes that significant progress in nurturing new 
strategies for reading appears to be closely linked to the number and variety 
of opportunities in the classroom to practice and reinforce strategies learned 
during the intervention. The classroom teacher's encouragement to explore 
new strategies, the teacher's view of reading as a meaningful and strategic 
problem solving process, the teacher's clear expectations and thorough 
instruction in the care and use of the abundant resources at the students' 
disposal, and the teacher's encouragement of risk taking by students also 
played a significant role in reinforcing what the children were learning in the 
intervention. 
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CHAPTER 1 
NATURE OF THE STUDY 
Statement of the Problem 
To become literate, children must have access to appropriate 
knowledge and experiences in literacy. There are many ways that a teacher 
can facilitate such access: by building upon the understanding of literacy 
children bring to school; by encouraging active participation in the classroom 
literacy events; by modeling and demonstrating literacy skills and strategies; 
by providing literacy materials, such as a variety of good literature, paper, and 
pencils; and by providing many opportunities for reading and writing. Access 
is limited when any one of these key factors is missing (Paris & Wixson, 1987). 
Recent studies of early reading programs suggest that teachers commonly 
limit literacy access by differentiating in instruction among the students of 
differing abilities when children are grouped by reading ability. This 
differential treatment may reinforce, even increase, inequalities of knowledge 
and skills that are present when students start school (Cazden, 1988; Collins, 
1986). 
Children who experience early reading difficulties in school tend to 
remain poor readers throughout their school years (Juel, 1988). By fourth 
grade, children with reading difficulties may be working more than two years 
behind their classmates (Clay, 1979; Juel, 1988). In an effort to help these 
children some school systems offer a "remedial reading" program. The 
struggling readers are often isolated from their classmates who are successful 
at reading and spend most of their time with children who, like themselves. 
are frustrated by reading instruction and believe they just cannot "do it" 
(Allington, 1989). Year after year funds are spent trying to help these children 
who struggle along (Pinnell, 1989). Many make little reading progress and 
will be retained at their grade level one or more times; others are just passed 
along in what some call "social promotions" (Allington, 1977). Children who 
are behind their peers in reading are often the most disruptive children in 
classrooms and are likely to later give up and drop out (Wasik & Slavin, 
1990). Ninety-five percent of the children in first grade who are in the bottom 
reading group in their classrooms will still be in the bottom reading group in 
sixth grade (Allington, 1992). 
When children do not learn to read at the time it is expected of them, 
they not only suffer from the "failure" itself, but also experience difficulties 
with all the other work in school that depends on reading competence 
(Wallach & Wallach, 1976). Such an early confrontation with failure can also 
have a devastating effect upon a child's self-image (Pinnell, 1989; Philbin, 
1992). Early and frequent failure can lead to a pattern of behavior that only 
fuels further failure: children read less when they need to read more; they 
stop taking risks when they need to be experimenting; they stop listening to 
key reading instruction when they need to be listening the most. What is of 
particular significance to this study is that research suggests that remediation 
of learning deficits after the first grade is largely ineffective (Wasik & Slavin, 
1990; Allington, 1977). Effective intervention needs to happen early, before 
the pattern of failure is firmly established (Clay, 1979; Pinnell, 1989). 
One early intervention program that has been designed to prevent 
failure at reading is Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery was developed by 
Marie Clay, New Zealand educator and psychologist. Clay used her extensive 
research on young children's reading habits (Clay, 1979), to create a program 
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that provides intensive individual help to students who are at risk of 
developing reading difficulties. Reading Recovery has been designed to work 
with children before they need "remediation." It is structured to assist the 
child in developing the skills of an independent reader. Recent research on 
Reading Recovery both in New Zealand and in the United States has shown 
that Reading Recovery is a highly effective early intervention program. 
According to Clay (1993), and Pinnell (1990), children who participate in the 
Reading Recovery program go on to perform at the average or above average 
ability level in their classrooms. 
While the efficacy of the protocol known as Reading Recovery is well 
documented in the literature, there is, however, still much to be learned 
qualitatively about how the elements of this kind of intervention foster 
literacy acquisition among at-risk beginning readers. Such understanding is 
essential to gaining greater operational control over the instructional process. 
The seeds of such understanding lie in close examination of the dynamics of 
teacher-pupil and pupil-pupil interaction. 
Purpose of the Study 
The major purpose of this study is to learn more about how and when 
children receiving an early intervention based on Marie Clay's Reading 
Recovery Program transfer their new knowledge to use in their regular 
classrooms. Do they utilize the skills they are learning in the one-to-one 
tutoring situation when they return to the classroom? Does participation in 
the intervention give students increased access to classroom literacy? An 
additional purpose is to probe promising practices for supporting high-risk 
beginning readers in the transition from intervention back to the classroom 
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and to find implications to guide classroom teachers in their literacy 
instruction in the classroom. 
The study is based on data from researcher observations, audio and 
video tapings of representative portions of the classroom reading program, 
teacher and student interviews, notes and reflections, and student 
assessments. I became a participant observer in the classroom in order to 
become a familiar member of the class and, therefore, able to gain 
unobtrusively an understanding of the teacher, students and classroom in 
preparation for gathering data and later interpretation of findings. Classroom 
observations of behaviors and attitudes of the children in the research sample 
(N=4) during and immediately after the Reading Jump intervention were 
from a single classroom. 
An understanding of how the literacy community functions and what 
roles the child receiving the intervention can and does take on will add to the 
body of research on classroom literacy communities and can be helpful to 
practitioners and researchers who are interested in the descriptions and 
interpretation of one classroom where children receiving the intervention 
are members. 
The research is guided by three broad questions: 
1. What changes take place in students' approaches to literacy during 
the intervention? 
2. Do students employ in the classroom the strategies acquired during 
the intervention? If so, how and when? 
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3. How do the classroom teacher's beliefs and practices appear to 
influence the progress of students during and after the intervention? 
Definition of Terms 
In this study, assess to literacy is defined as occurring when students in 
the classroom actively use an ever growing range of skills for making 
meaning from the written and spoken word. 
Reading is defined as a constructive, meaning driven process, a 
strategic, in-the-head process, a message-gaining, problem solving activity 
linked to print. 
A cueing system is the way in which a reader gains information from a 
text in order to construct meaning. The information is gained from the 
following sources or cues: 
-Semantic or Meaning cues are the meanings that have become associated 
with language through experience. 
-Syntactic or Structure cues are based on familiarity with the structure of 
written language. The reader uses pattern markers such as function words 
and inflectional suffixes as cues to recognize and predict structures. 
-Grapho-phonic or visual cues enable the reader to identify individual 
letters or pattern of letters, in clusters, affixes, roots, and whole words, either 
instantly at sight or from their associated sounds. 
-Conventions of print which include the directionality, the use of 
punctuation, spaces, capitals and lowercase letters to show where a sentence, a 
word, or a paragraph begins and ends. 
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Strategies are the monitoring and problem solving operations such as 
cross checking and searching going on in a reader's head. 
-Monitoring is when the reader checks on him/ herself. This can happen by 
checking that the voice is matching one-to-one to the print, by using 
beginning or end letters to confirm or discount predictions, and by 
confirming or discounting that they are reading correctly words they know by 
checking what they said with how the words look. 
-Cross checking is when a reader checks one cue source against another. An 
inconsistency often leads to self-correction. 
-Searching is when the reader attempts to problem-solve on new or 
unfamiliar text by looking at the word for something he/she knows, by 
rereading and thinking about what might make sense or sound right as well 
as look right. 
Rime and Onset: Onset is the initial consonant or consonant cluster. 
Rime is the vowel and any following consonants. Pairs of words like 
sing/ring change the onset but retain the rime. Pairs of words like hold/held 
change the end part but retain the onset. 
Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words: As a procedure to help 
child hear sounds in words that they want to write the teacher draws a box for 
each sound segment on the practice part of the writing book. The child is 
encouraged to say the word slowly and push counters such as pennies onto 
the drawn boxes. The child is asked, "What can you hear?", "How would you 
write it?" "Where would you put it?" (See p.33; Clay, 1993) 
Guided Reading is one approach used for reading instruction. The 
teacher and a group of students talk, think, and question their way through a 
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book of which they each have a copy. The teacher demonstrates questions for 
children to ask of themselves in order to discover the author's meaning and 
construct their own meaning. 
In Shared Reading the teacher replicates the bedtime story situation 
with the class, or a group of children, to enable them to enjoy books they 
cannot yet read for themselves. Invitations by the teacher are to "read along" 
rather than to take responsibility for being the main reader. 
Big Books are books that have been made large enough that a group of 
children can see the print. Big Books are often used during shared reading. 
They can be published books or class written books. 
Significance of the Study 
Most parents and educators in this country expect children to learn 
how to read in first grade. Despite all expectations, some children fail to 
become fluent readers. They are often outsiders to the literacy community 
that is developing around them in their own first grade classroom. It is 
important to know if interventions, which claim to increase students' 
abilities to read, are also increasing the students' opportunities to participate 
more fully in classroom literacy. 
This study can serve educators in several ways. First, by looking closely 
at four children's approaches over time, more can be learned about the 
reading process. 
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Second, teachers need to create classroom communities that foster 
literacy learning for all children. As school systems shift away from basal 
driven curriculum and homogeneous reading instruction it is important to 
examine alternative structures. This study examines one classroom where 
children are grouped heterogeously and the instructional materials are 
predominantly children's literature. 
Third, this study extends our knowledge of the way children who are 
high-risk take on the task of learning to read. We can deepen our 
understanding of the ways that cognitive, metacognitive, social, and cultural 
factors impact students' ability to develop as readers and writers. This 
increases our ability to create classrooms that are more successful at fostering 
literacy learning. 
Finally, this study can help teachers deepen their understanding of 
how high-risk readers may approach reading and writing tasks. It illuminates 
the vital role of the classroom teacher in reinforcing newly learned strategies 
and extending students' understanding of the reading process. 
Delimitations of the Study 
Inasmuch as this study examined only one locus of literacy acquisition- 
-the classroom—and the data base was delimited to make data collection and 
analysis manageable by a single researcher, drawing conclusions that claim 
generalizability would be inappropriate. This study identifies aspects of one 
teacher's beliefs and strategies. It examines elements of the environment in 
one classroom that appear to reinforce improved access to literacy. It focuses 
on four students through an intervention protocol. It makes no assumption 
that these conditions are typical, nor does it presume that student progress 
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was attributable only to the factors under examination. The roles of home 
and community, for instance, are known adjuncts to literacy acquisition, but 
there was no attempt here to estimate their impact on the subjects of this 
study. 
Methodology 
The study was conducted in one first grade classroom located in a mid¬ 
sized college town in New England, located near a state university. The 
children were all white and from mostly middle-class homes. The teacher 
had a literature-based reading program and used a process-oriented approach 
to the teaching of writing. Mrs. Mullens, the classroom teacher, was in her 
early fifties. (Note: The teacher’s and childrens name have been changed to 
protect anonymity.) The teacher had been one of the first teachers in the 
building to move from a reading program that was basal driven to a literature 
approach using trade books. She often would volunteer to attend workshops 
offered to help teachers gain a better or new understanding of reading theory 
and instructional practice. 
I worked part time as the reading and language arts coordinator in the 
school. In this role I supported teacher's refinement of literacy instruction by 
modeling lessons and providing in-service. I also worked with children in 
the classrooms. During the study I also worked with three children each day, 
individually in an intensive pull-out model. During the first four months of 
the study the classroom teacher worked with one student individually each 
day while I took over in the classroom, teaching reading and writing lessons. 
Using a qualitative design, I collected data over the full academic year. 
Guided by my research questions, I collected data in the form of running 
records, diagnostic survey scores, field notes, and audio or videotaped lessons 
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on a weekly or bi-weekly basis, September through June. In my role as 
participant observer I sat on the floor with the students during group lessons, 
at tables with small groups when they were working independently, and on 
the floor next to pairs of children reading together. I also followed the 
classroom teacher around as she met with individuals or pairs of children. 
My weekly analysis procedure consisted of fleshing out, reading and 
rereading field notes; listening to and transcribing audio and video tapes; 
looking for actions/meanings in the data; and reflecting on the data by 
writing conceptual memos. After an initial phase of broad description of 
classroom literacy events, specific recurring events were identified for closer 
study via detailed field notes, audio taping and interviewing of the teacher 
and children. To draw my conclusions, I looked for different perspectives in 
the data on the same phenomenon (e.g. my observation and interpretation of 
an event or action, as compared to a child's and the teacher’s observation and 
interpretation), used the diagnostic survey information to summarize 
students' strenghts and weakness with words, letters and reading text, 
analyzed the students' running records over time for strategies they had 
under control, and organized transcripts from interactions in the classroom 
by color coding transcripts into categories to discover reoccurring patterns. 
Organization of the Study 
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 provides a 
statement of the problem, the key questions examined by the study, an 
outline of the methodology, a rationale for the study and some background of 
the issues. Chapter 2 presents a review of the literature related to factors that 
limit students' access to literacy, and the literature that underlies the 
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development of the Reading Recovery protocol. A description of the study 
along with the design to study the problem is provided by Chapter 3. Chapter 
4 describes the data that were collected in the study and analyzes the findings 
of the research. Conclusions of the study and recommendations for further 
research are presented in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a conceptual base for the three 
major research questions that have guided the present study. It begins with the 
shaping of an operational definition of access to literacy, followed by a synthesis 
of the findings of research relating to conditions that appear to have the greatest 
impact on a child's access to literacy. Emphasis is given to a review of Clay's 
research on early reading, her theory of reading development, and the 
application of these to the design of her Reading Recovery program, as well as 
the intervention used with the subjects of this study. Finally, there is a summary 
of the findings of studies examining the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery 
protocol. 
Access to Literacy 
Before examining just what it means to have access to literacy, it is 
necessary to begin with a definition of literacy. Literacy is the ability to grasp 
meaning from written or spoken language. Access, then, is gained by acquiring 
the means of grasping meaning. While opportunities for access to literacy exist 
from the moment of birth, access begins the moment a child first construes a 
sound to convey meaning. This study, however, is concerned with improvement 
of access to literacy in school, the institution formally charged with fostering or 
enhancing the child's access to literacy. On a simple level, all students who 
attend school have access to literacy. But researchers have found access to be 
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more complex. Simply sitting in a classroom with books and paper does not in 
itself provide access. For the purpose of this study, access to literacy is defined as 
occurring when students in the classroom actively participate in literacy events 
by employing an ever expanding range of skills for finding meaning in the 
written and spoken word. Their active participation depends on many factors. 
Materials that are too difficult or too easy can prevent a student from 
participating (Allington, 1992). A cultural mismatch will affect participation 
(Heath, 1983; Phillips, 1972). Students who don't share the teacher's or the other 
students' understanding of the classroom literacy may be prevented from fully 
participating. Students' perceptions of themselves and their abilities may 
enhance or detract from full participation (Wilkinson, 1982). Last, students' 
understanding and competence in the exercise of social skills in the classroom 
may affect their opportunities for participation in literacy activities (Borko & 
Eisenhart, 1989). 
Access to literacy is impacted in two ways. First, the teacher can provide 
or impede access to literacy for students; second, the students' own competence 
and ability will affect their access to literacy. 
The Teacher and the Classroom 
There are many ways that a teacher can facilitate access to literacy: by 
building upon the understanding of literacy children bring to school; by 
encouraging active participation in the classroom literacy events; by modeling 
and demonstrating literacy skills and strategies; by providing literacy materials 
such as a variety of good literature, paper, and pencils; by providing many 
opportunities for reading and writing; giving students opportunities to make 
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choices in their literacy learning; and by fostering risk taking. Access is limited 
when any one of these key factors is absent (Paris & Wixson, 1987). 
A number of studies have revealed significant cultural mismatches that 
exist between the home and school environment for many minority children. 
The structure of participation, the teacher's style of questioning, the social 
organization for the classroom, the presence or absence of materials that are 
relevant to the students and the physical arrangement of the classroom can 
contribute to students' success or failure (Borko & Eisenhart, 1989). 
Heath's (1983) study of literacy learning in three different cultural groups 
found that children who came to school from communities which emphasize 
functions of language different than those found at school were likely to 
experience difficulty in learning school -based patterns of language use. Well 
before they entered a classroom, children from the mainstream community were 
socialized into the initiation-reply-evaluation style of communication that 
dominates classrooms by the interactions that occurred in their homes with their 
parents during bedtime stories. Children from the non-mainstream communities 
came to school with few previous opportunities to participate in the kind of 
social interaction that occurs in school during bookreading and instruction. 
Macias (1987) in a study of Papago children on an Indian reservation 
found that the children would sometimes reject school experiences that seemed 
foreign to them. He describes one little boy going home when during a party he 
was invited to play musical chairs. The boy was uncomfortable because Pagago 
children do not typically engage in organized games. Children may not value 
literacy and may also ignore instruction when they do not share the teacher's 
expectations or rules for communicating and participating in the classroom. 
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It is important to discover if cultural differences exist. Once a teacher 
recognizes the differences, a bridge can be created to support the student to be 
successful in the school context. 
Literacy is a social process that involves active involvement from 
participants (Bloome, 1985; Green & Wallat, 1991; Wilkinson, 1982). Many 
children, especially those children who have the greatest need, spend very little 
time in school actually reading. Instead the bulk of their reading instruction 
period is allocated to filling in workbook pages and skill sheets. Children spend 
up to 70% of their reading instruction time on seat work activities - completing 
workbook pages and skill sheets (Becoming a Nation of Readers, 1985). Analyses 
of workbook activities have shown most to require only a perfunctory level of 
reading (Allington, 1992). 
In order to make progress in reading, children must actually engage in 
reading (Smith, 1985; Allington, 1977). Reading material for children should 
have language close to the child’s natural way of talking and should provide 
opportunities for them to apply their reading skills in a holistic way (Clay, 1982; 
Ashton-Wamer, 1963). 
Literacy instruction in school can have a powerful influence on children's 
concepts of what reading is all about. If the bulk of the reading program is drill 
work, looking only at small parts of language, children may fail to understand 
that reading is more than words and letters and the sounds they make 
(Allington, 1992). Often the message of what reading and writing is and how it 
functions is gained early on. For some children this may come from the home 
environment; for others with little book experience- often the children most at 
risk- the message will come from their first school experience. As children learn 
to read, they "develop their own theories about the process of reading; they need 
experiences that help them develop an implicit understanding of the whole range 
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of information that they must use in reading and writing" (Pinnell, et al. 1988 p. 
14). Children who have few "real" reading experiences can come to believe 
reading is a meaningless school task with no connection to their own life (Smith, 
1985). 
Adults provide access when they spend time demonstrating literacy skills and 
strategies to children. This type of demonstration of literacy learning begins well before 
children start school (Holdaway, 1979; Harste et al., 1984), in a way similar to children's 
learning of oral language. Children who have an opportunity to listen to stories begin 
to make some assumptions about reading and books. They watch adults make lists, 
read newspapers, and discuss books with their friends. The function, purpose and 
importance of literacy will be demonstrated to them thousands of times before they step 
into a classroom. 
Language learning in the home occurs in social contexts, most often with an 
experienced language user (the caregiver) guiding the young learner. Children have the 
chance to practice and extend their knowledge with the support of the adult. 
Eventually the skills are internalized and the child can function independent of the 
adult (Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1985). In this interaction children play an active role by 
providing "feedback or guidance as to their needs or understanding" (Rogoff, 1984 p. 
27). Adults support the child's learning by regulating the difficulty of the tasks and 
modeling mature performance. Rogoff (1984) in a set of studies examined the 
interaction between a mother and child when the mother was asked to assist the child in 
learning a school task. She found that the mothers would adjust their instruction 
according to their perception of the child's need for assistance in the task. Skillful 
teachers of reading operate in a similar way, assessing a child's needs and adjusting 
instruction to meet these needs. 
A growing number of theorists and researchers now believe in the importance of 
having students sharing in decision making about their literacy learning. Children are 
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not empty vessels waiting to be filled by the teacher, but active constructors of their 
own learning (Clay, 1991). Wells (1986) believes the active participation of making 
choices is an important part of children constructing the knowledge they need. Smith 
(1978) believes critical to a child's beginning attempts to read is, "access to meaningful 
and interesting reading material (ideally the child's own choice)..." (p.181) 
Fresch (1991) in her ethnographic study in a first grade classroom found 
that when children were given the opportunity and materials from which to 
select, they made decisions that aided in their literacy learning. Students were 
able to continually choose texts at or above their instructional level with no 
direction from the teacher. 
It is not only important for students to have an opportunity to make 
decisions in their reading but also in their writing. Graves (1983), in his research 
on beginning writers, discovered that students self-selecting their own topics 
increased their sense of ownership over the piece and they engaged in the 
process that adult writers use, rehearsing, drafting, and revising. 
Hand in hand with opportunities to make choices is the freedom to take a risk 
with learning. Smith (1978) believes that a child needs, " . . .a willingness to take 
necessary risks . . . and freedom to make mistakes" (p.181). 
Language learning happens when children experiment and attempt to 
apply old concepts to new situations. By doing this, children learn how to 
instruct themselves. For example, as beginning readers search and check to 
correct errors, they are learning more about how reading works. Clay's research 
(1979) discovered just how critical self correction is in the reading process. 
Holdaway observes, "One of the most fundamental and irrefutable principles of 
learning concerns the negative relationship that exists between productive 
learning and punishment" (p. 16). A child who is embarrassed (by a scolding 
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teacher or a peer who laughs) when reading aloud may well learn to avoid 
ridicule by avoiding reading, especially if the experience is repeated often. 
Recent studies of early reading programs suggest that teachers commonly 
limit literacy access by differentiating instruction among the students of differing 
abilities when children are grouped by reading ability (Allington, 1983; Collins, 
1987; Eder, 1982; Borko & Eisenhart,1989). This differential treatment may 
reinforce, even increase, inequalities of knowledge and skills that are present 
when students start school (Cazden, 1988; Collins, 1986). In a number of these 
qualitative studies researchers have sought to understand how the structure of 
the ability-level based reading group affects classroom literacy. Their findings 
are particularly important because they describe just how much the structure of 
the literacy instruction can have an impact on children's access to literacy. 
Allington (1977) examined teachers' responses to children's oral reading 
errors in twenty primary classrooms in three New York City schools. More than 
two-thirds of the poor readers' errors were corrected, while fewer than one-third 
of the good readers' errors were corrected. There also was a difference in the 
timing of the corrections. Teachers were more likely to interrupt poor readers 
immediately after they made errors, while for good readers, they waited for the 
next phrase or clause boundary. Since current research suggests children's self¬ 
correction is important for early progress as well as independent reading 
(McNaughton & Gynn, 1981), this is one way the progress of the low-ability 
tracked child is restricted. 
McDermott (1978) spent a year taping the top and bottom reading groups 
in one first grade classroom. He found when working with the bottom group, 
the teacher attended less to the language on the book's pages and more to the 
phonics skills needed to interpret words in the text. Also when reading, the 
bottom group had many more stopping places and the story line was rarely 
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developed. In addition, he found the bottom group’s lesson was interrupted an 
average of forty times as opposed to two interruptions in the top group during a 
thirty minute lesson. For the bottom group almost two-thirds of the time in the 
reading lesson was spent in either getting a turn or waiting for the teacher to 
attend to the group. 
In one longitudinal study of a first grade classroom where children were 
grouped by ability for reading, Collins (1986) discovered that different 
instructional approaches were used with high-ranked and low-ranked students, 
even when they worked on identical texts. One group of students- coming from 
a working class, minority background — received less practice in learning to 
comprehend texts above the level of single words. During a second study carried 
out in a first grade of an inner-city school, Collins found that the low ability 
group spent less time on lessons than their high-ability counter-parts. Further, 
Collins found the teacher used different questioning strategies with low-ability 
students. In both of Collins' studies high-ranked groups improved dramatically 
during the year; low-ranked groups improved little. 
Collins' and McDermott's research highlights how the low-ability tracked 
child's progress may be restricted by having instruction that doesn't focus on 
meaning. Current understanding of reading tells us that reading is an active 
process of searching for meaning. Readers use strategies to predict, confirm, and 
integrate what they are reading (Goodman & Burke, 1980). If children's attention 
is being merely focused on syllables and letters, they are not learning the 
necessary strategies to read for meaning. 
A study by Borko and Eisenhart (1989) of a second grade classroom in a 
rural Appalachian public school revealed that each ability-based reading group 
became a separate literacy community, differing in the use of print, in ways of 
communicating about print, in students' behavior and understandings related to 
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literacy, in the teacher's expectations about students' performance, and in 
standards of literacy competence. This created a barrier that prevented 
movement across groups. To move to another group students must be able to 
adapt to working in a system different from the one they have left. 
Borko & Eisenhart's findings were corroborated by Eder (1982), who 
found in her study of a first grade classroom that although children of all ability 
levels made similar numbers of reading turn interruptions early in the school 
year, by the end of the school year the high group made fewer interruptions. 
Eder found this to be a result of the teacher's differing in response to 
interruptions by the two groups. Interruptions were often reprimanded in the 
high group while being acknowledged in the low group. The consequence was 
that the low group did not develop an understanding of turn taking as a speech 
event in which other members do not speak or engage the reader in discussion. 
The Students 
As any teacher knows, no two children are alike. They not only look and 
act differently, but they have learned quite different things from the environment 
they live in. These variations will affect the children's responses to school 
situations and to literacy learning. 
Some children find it difficult to learn to read. The number of children 
considered to be at risk for reading failure is a critical concern for educators and 
researchers (Pinnell, 1989). Research (Clay, 1985) suggests that poor readers, 
although not different as learners, may be learning different things than good 
readers from classsroom instruction. They may be attending to and using a 
narrow range of strategies and applying their knowledge in a more rigid way 
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than their classmates. These students fall further and further behind their 
classmates. 
One early intervention program that has been designed to prevent failure 
at reading is Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery was developed by Marie 
Clay, New Zealand educator and psychologist. Clay used her extensive research 
on young children's reading habits (Clay, 1979) to create a program that provides 
intensive individual help to students who are at risk of developing reading 
difficulties. Reading Recovery has been designed to work with children before 
they need "remediation”. It is organized to assist the child to develop the skills of 
an independent reader. In the next section I will look at Clay's theory of 
reading, which led to the design of the Reading Recovery intervention. 
How Children Learn to Read: Clay's Theory 
Contemporary researchers now believe that reading is a constructive 
process, not a receptive process as once thought (Froese, 1991; Goodman, et al. 
1987; Smith, 1985). Readers work to reconstruct or interact with the author's 
message, bringing their background knowledge to the reading experience. 
Readers use specific strategies in an integrated way to gain a meaningful 
message from the text. Skillful readers use cues such as the meaning from the 
text, the structure of language, letter-sound relationships, background 
knowledge and the social context to guide their reading. 
Reading is also a cultural process, defined by people's actions, values and 
beliefs. What is counted as reading can depend on the situation and the cultural 
and social system the event is connected to (Bloome, 1985). In an ethnographic 
study of a young child's experience with bedtime stories, Bloome (1985) tells how 
the parent's belief that books are "to be valued and treated like friends"( p. 137) is 
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passed on to the child through bedtime story book reading. This view of literacy 
is one that is shared by the family and other members of their community. 
Different families will organize, value, think about, and do reading differently 
(Bloome, 1985) and no one way can be thought of as the single "right way." 
Researchers now are realizing that reading and writing are interconnected, 
reciprocal processes. When children have opportunities to both read and write 
they will gain understandings of both processes. Stotsky (1983) reported in her 
review of the literature on the connection between reading and writing that the 
more skilled readers appear to be the more skillful writers. Loban (1976) in his 
longitudinal study of children's language development as they progress from 
kindergarten through twelfth grade found a positive relationship among all of 
the language arts. 
At one time reading was seen simply as a defined set of cognitive and 
linguistic skills, but recent educational studies have helped us to see reading as 
much more complex with multi-processes involved. Reading is an active process 
of constructing meaning that is used for social and cultural purposes. It begins 
early, before a child reaches school and is closely related to writing. 
Clay defines reading as a "message-getting, problem-solving activity 
which increases in power and flexibility the more it is practiced" (Clay, 1991 p. 
6). Clay believes all readers, beginning or proficient, must monitor and integrate 
information from multiple sources. Readers need to use and check against each 
other four types of cues: semantic (text meaning), syntactic (sentence structure), 
visual (graphemes, orthography format and layout), and phononlogical (the 
sounds of language) (Clay & Cazden 1990). Clay’s theory of literacy acquisition 
is based on close observation of children engaged in reading, her observation of 
teachers working with children learning to read, and the ideas and research of 
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many other leading authorities in the field of reading and language (Clay, 1979, 
1982,1991). 
Clay performed a one-year-long study to investigate the reading behavior 
of children who were just beginning to read. Her study included 100 five year 
old, English speaking children from five urban schools. The schools ranged from 
a population of middle class children to a school located in a "decaying city 
center." 
Once a week each child read to Clay from their reading book of that week. 
Each child's reading accuracy, errors, repetitions and self-corrections were 
recorded. The children were also tested several times using tests of language 
skills, visual perception, and reading. The children were broken into four 
quartile groups called High, High Middle, Low Middle and Low progress 
groups. 
Children in New Zealand enter school on or very near their fifth birthday. 
All 100 children Clay followed entered school unable to read any book. One year 
later, at 6.0 the children were reading from the first to the fifteenth book in the 
Ready to Read series (little books published by the New Zealand Department of 
Education that were developed to reflect the "natural" language of children). 
Twenty-eight percent of the children were unable to read beyond the first book 
of the series after twelve months at school. Fifty percent had progressed 
successfully to or beyond the fifth book. Fourteen percent had finished twelve 
books and were reading larger books in the series. 
Clay found children most likely to succeed with book reading when they 
could move with some consistency across print within the broad directional 
constraints of written English (left to right, return down left), produce a nearly 
perfect rendering of a simple book from memory, match speech and text word by 
word and space by space with some accuracy using hand or voice to synchronize 
23 
the matching, locate a few familiar words on the basis of cues, and when they 
began to expect what they read to sound meaningful and sensible. 
Clay examined differences among children who entered the book-reading 
stage during their first year. She considered several factors: how far along in the 
reading books children went, the quantity of words read, the error ratios, self¬ 
correction ratios, repetitions made, how information was processed, the sources 
of cues, the speed of reading, effect of the long vacation, and the number of 
different teachers a child had. Children she had categorized into the high 
progress group completed more of the books, had far fewer errors in their 
reading, and were more apt to self-correct when they made an error. She found 
the high progress group made few errors and related all incoming cues 
efficiently, the high-middle progress group made many errors but through 
relating, checking and confirming visual, sound and meaning cues managed to 
correct many errors. The low-middle progress group attempted to relate cues 
but their many errors created a confusion which made it difficult for them to 
detect the errors. Clay found the low progress group made little effort to relate 
or cross-check cues. 
Clay advises that in order to prevent early reading failure we "should be 
looking for strategies the child is using" (Clay, 1979 p. 50). We need to observe 
children reading books and listening for when the children correct themselves as 
they are reading. If children stop and go back they are monitoring their own 
reading. They were listening to what they were saying and recognized that 
something didn't fit. By going back they took their own responsibility for 
working on it. The high progress reader quickly begins to monitor their reading 
and will have strategies that will help them to teach themselves as they progress 
through more difficult material. 
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Children who are not able to do this monitoring of their own reading need 
support from a teacher and to be taught the reading behavior that their peers 
seem to learn very early on in their school experience. In order to meet these 
individual needs Clay designed a program called Reading Recovery (Clay, 1985) 
which provides daily individual attention from a teacher to young children who 
have been unable to learn after one year of school. Clay believes that an 
individual program allows the teacher to work from the child’s response, not 
from the teacher's program. Children who do not know when their attempts are 
good and when they are poor are reinforced immediately when they make an 
appropriate response. Because it is individualized, the program differs from 
child to child. 
The Reading Lesson 
Because of the many errors made by the low progress group of children. 
Clay suggests that these children need close supervision to reinforce their few 
correct responses and to discourage their many inappropriate responses. These 
children often experience difficulty in the directional constraints of written 
English, a prerequisite to self-reinforcing search and check activity. Clay 
suggests this behavior should be observed closely and early on by asking 
children to "read with your finger." This is because children's attempts to read 
cannot be matched correctly to the printed text unless they are attending to the 
correct position when they say a word and are proceeding in the correct direction 
as they complete a sentence. 
As the children become better able to identify letters, they begin to use 
letter identity as an important cue. Children can discriminate between two 
similar words on the basis of several letters. Clay found that the low progress 
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children tended to pay too little attention to word patterns or features through 
the first year. During the Reading Recovery lesson there is an opportunity to 
observe children s spatial concepts and to train their attention to letter and word 
details. 
The procedures are arranged so that teachers turn to the approach they 
require for a particular child with a particular problem. "Teachers must skillfully 
select the activities needed by a particular child" (Clay, 1985 p. 59). Otherwise 
they waste precious learning time. 
Children are selected into the program in their second year of school (in 
the United States this is first grade). At this time, children who are having 
difficulty are assessed using a battery of diagnostic instruments to identify what 
they know and can do in reading and writing. This battery, called the Diagnostic 
Survey (which Clay has renamed the Observational Survey) includes Letter 
Identification, Word Test, Concepts of Print, Writing vocabulary. Dictation Task 
and Text Reading (for a description of each see Chapter 4). 
The first ten days of a child's program are called "Roaming Around the 
Known," during which time "the teacher engages the child in reading and 
writing activities that are loosely defined, and the teacher does not try to teach 
anything." (Pinnell,1989 p.165). This is a diagnostic period in which the teacher 
has an opportunity to learn more about the child (beyond what was learned in 
the Observational Survey) and build a rapport with the child. 
Following the Roaming Around the Known period more formal lessons 
begin that are based on building upon what the child can already do. Each day 
the child rereads several stories during which time the teacher supports the child 
in independent problem solving, confirming and encouraging strategies the child 
uses. 
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Each day the teacher takes a running record on the child's second reading 
of a new text. Analysis of the child's behaviors, such as cues used or not used, 
helps the teacher to plan instruction following the reading, later in the lesson 
during the introduction of the new book as well as in subsequent lessons. 
Following the running record the child writes a message with the active 
support of the teacher. The teacher "helps the child construct the message in 
several ways- prompting independent trials, writing for the child, or helping the 
child to make a sound analysis of words" (Pinnell, 1989; p. 166). The child then 
reads the message, the teacher writes the message on a sentence strip, and it is 
cut up and reconstructed. 
In the last part of the lesson, a new book is introduced to the child. The 
teacher encourages the child to use strategies to problem solve and search for 
cues. This text is used for taking the running record the next day. 
Staff Development 
Teachers in the first year of the program attend a weekly seminar which 
involves a "through the glass" observation and discussion of an actual Reading 
Recovery lesson. The seminar is led by a teacher-leader who has received one 
year of training from a university-based team. The teacher-leader is not only 
involved in teaching the seminar, but also provides regular supervision to the 
teachers and works with three or four children as a Reading Recovery teacher. 
Support for teachers continues after the first year with periodic meetings and 
workshops. 
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Reading Recovery Research Studies 
In 1978 Clay began an experimental implementation of the Reading 
Recovery program in a group of schools that all differed as to size, type of 
population and location. The children selected for the intervention were those 
with the lowest scores on text reading in their particular school. Clay began a 
research project aimed at discovering the effectiveness of the program (Clay, 
1979,1982). Clay compared three groups. The first group were those children 
who had received the tutoring for an average period of 12-13 weeks and were 
judged to be demonstrating a set of behaviors thought to be related to surviving 
in the ordinary classroom program ("Discontinued"). The second group were 
children who received tutoring but did not demonstrate independent skills and 
were not discontinued, ("Not Discontinued"). The third group were children 
who were judged to be in the high reading levels. 
In the last two months of 1978 all children were re-tested in several ways. 
A running record (Clay, 1979,1985) of books leveled by difficulty was taken. The 
highest level on the scale that a child could read with a 90 percent accuracy 
determined their score. A standardized word identification test was also used. 
Other tests used were from the Diagnostic Survey: Concepts About Print, Letter 
Identification, Writing Vocabulary, and Dictation Test (Clay, 1985,1993). There 
was a follow-up study after the children had been in school for 2.3-3.3 years and 
were aged 7.3-8.3. 
The high progress group scored above the mean of the total group at each 
of the three testing times (initial, final, and follow-up). 
The Discontinued group of children had low initial scores, but their final 
scores were well within one standard deviation of the high group s final means, 
and they retained that position in the follow-up testing, leading Clay to feel the 
28 
children were now able to profit from the classroom instruction. (No 
intervention was provided for these children following the Reading Recovery 
intervention.) 
The Not Discontinued group of children had the lowest Initial test scores. 
Although they continued to improve their scores, they remained more than a 
year below the main-stream of class instruction through the end of 1979. 
One interesting conclusion that Clay reached was that the theory upon 
which the instructional program was based, i.e., that gains in reading can be 
described in terms of operations carried out by children rather than items of 
knowledge gained (Clay, 1982) was validated. The children were judged to be 
using certain processing strategies, were discontinued from the program, and 
were successful in the regular classroom without follow-up intervention. 
The Columbus Pilot Study (1984 -1985) 
In September, 1984, educators from Columbus City Schools, The Ohio 
State University, and the Ohio Department of Education began a collaborative 
project to pilot the Reading Recovery Program for first graders identified as at 
risk of failure in reading. Marie Clay and Barbara Watson, Director of Reading 
Recovery in New Zealand, spent one year in Ohio training teachers and teacher 
leaders. Reading Recovery was piloted in six Columbus Public Schools from 
January through May in 1985. First grade classrooms in six urban schools with 
racially mixed populations participated in the pilot study. All students in the 
seven Reading Recovery classrooms and seven comparison classrooms were 
tested using the Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1979). The eight lowest readers in each 
first grade classroom were designated as research children. The Stanford 
Achievement test was given to each of the research subjects before and after the 
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Reading Recovery program intervention. After an average of 60.7 lessons, over 
65 percent of the children in the Reading Recovery program moved from very 
low levels of reading to average levels of reading in their classrooms. When 
compared with the initially equivalent group of children, Reading Recovery 
children scored higher at the end of the intervention on the Diagnostic Survey. 
On standardized testing the Reading Recovery children made substantially 
greater gains and scored higher on the June test than did Comparison children. 
Columbus, Ohio Year 1 (1985-1986) 
The Reading Recovery program was implemented in the Columbus Public 
Schools during the 1985 school year because of the positive results found during 
the Pilot Study. Initially, researchers were simply interested in how successful 
the intervention was in its first year. Longitudinal studies then began to examine 
the effect of Reading Recovery over several years to see if the program’s effect 
would be maintained. 
Children identified in the lowest 20 percent of the class on the basis of the 
Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1985) and teacher judgment were assigned randomly to 
the Reading Recovery program or to an alternative compensatory program. In 
October and May the children were assessed on nine dependent measures: 
Letter Identification, Word Test, Concepts about Print, Writing Vocabulary, 
Dictation, Text Reading, a writing sample, and two subtests of the 
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) - Reading Vocabulary and Reading 
Comprehension. In May a random sample of first grade children in the project 
schools were tested on the first seven measures listed above and an "average 
band" (defined as +/- .5 standard deviation above and below the mean) was 
calculated for each of the measures. 
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Reading Recovery children scored significantly higher than an equivalent 
group of control children (Comparison children) on the Concepts about Print, 
Dictation Test, Word Test, Writing Vocabulary, and Text Reading. On the Letter 
Identification Test there was no significant difference, with all children scoring 
near perfect. Reading Recovery children achieved mean scores within the 
average band, defined as +/- .5 standard deviation of the mean of a random 
sample of first graders, on all measures. Reading Recovery children who were 
Discontinued (considered ready to return to the classroom without further 
support) scored average and above average on all measures. 
Reading Recovery children had a Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) Gain 
Score of 8.6 compared to the Comparison children Gain score of -2.4 for total 
reading on the CTBS. Of the 136 children who received 60 lessons or were 
Discontinued, 73 percent were released from the program because at that time 
they were performing at the average or above average range of their class. These 
children were followed in the second year of the project. 
Follow-Up Studies for the Columbus Project 
Children who received Reading Recovery intervention during the first full 
year of implementation were followed for three years to examine the long-range 
effectiveness of the intervention. The total group of Reading Recovery children 
included both discontinued children and children who were not considered to 
have completed the program (Not Discontinued). Mean scores of the Reading 
Recovery children were compared with mean scores of Comparison children in 
September, 1985, and again in May, 1985. Reading Recovery children were 
found to continue to maintain higher levels of achievement than an initially 
equivalent comparison group. Discontinued Reading Recovery children were 
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found to be ready to read third grade basal materials the following year. The 
progress of the children both in the Pilot program and the 1985-86 children was 
followed in year three and year four. The long term statistics for this group 
indicate that they did remain within the average range for their class, even three 
years after the intervention was withdrawn. 
The Ohio State Studies 
Following the 1985 pilot study in Columbus, teacher leaders representing 
Reading Recovery sites across the state of Ohio began training at Ohio State 
University. The following September, 1986, the teacher leaders began training 
teachers at 23 regional sites in Ohio. 
The state site project selected children from the lowest 20 percent in their 
first grade classrooms. However there was no group of comparison children 
selected against which to measure the Reading Recovery children's progress. 
The effectiveness was measured in this study by taking the average bands of first 
graders determined by a random sample at the school sites and comparing them 
to the Reading Recovery Children. The Discontinued Reading Recovery children 
meeting or exceeding the average bands for tests of reading, writing vocabulary, 
and dictation at the end of first grade in spring 1987,1988,1989 and 1990 ranged 
from 68.5 percent to 94.8 percent. 
The study also looked at how many children were successfully 
discontinued (that is the number of children who were working at or above 
grade level in their class and so were dropped from the program). During the 
first year Reading Recovery was being implemented by the teacher leaders in 
training, 73 perecent of the Reading Recovery children were discontinued. The 
following year the number rose to 82 percent. (In year 1 the children met only 
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four times a week with the teacher leader. During year 2 the children met with 
the Recovery teacher five time a week.) In the third year 86 percent of the 
children were discontinued. 
A Comparison of instructional models for high-risk first graders 
In order to discover which particular elements accounted for the success 
of the Reading Recovery program, a study was created to contrast different 
elements. Four treatments were designed to compare to Reading Recovery (RR). 
One treatment, called Reading Success, utilized the Reading Recovery lesson 
framework and procedures in individual daily lessons for children. The teachers, 
however, were trained in an alternative teacher education model. Reading 
Success (RS) was taught by certified teachers who had received a condensed 
version of the RR training. Prior to instructing any children, teachers were 
taught RR procedures during a two-week, 70-hour staff development course. 
Teachers also received follow-up technical assistance at their school sites from 
their teacher leaders. These teacher leaders also observed the teachers three 
times and provided feedback during the experimental period. 
A second treatment design was called Direct Instruction Skills Plan 
(DISP). Teachers worked individually with students giving direct instruction to 
teach reading skills. Guidelines stress mastery, teaching skills in a logical and 
sequential manner, application of skills in context, careful documentation, and a 
positive approach. The tutorial focused on skills introduced in the classroom, 
but the teachers were encouraged to use their creativity to explore skills in 
different ways and were provided with many suggestions. Lessons typically 
focused on learning words or developing knowledge of letter-sound 
correspondence. Students also read books and teachers frequently read aloud to 
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students. Teachers were certified teachers and familiar with teaching skills. 
They were also provided with a three day intensive in-service course. In addition 
they had follow-up technical assistance by an expert in remedial reading. 
The third treatment was called Reading and Writing Group (RWG). This 
was a small group tutorial program taught by a trained RR teacher. The goals of 
the program were the same as for RR, that is, instruction focused on developing 
of strategic processes. The teachers used RR materials. The adjustment to group 
instruction required the teachers to modify RR teacher procedures and to devise 
new techniques they thought were consistent with the theoretical base developed 
during their training. Reading books was a typical activity. Children read the 
books independently but also participated in group reading with each child 
having a copy of the same book. 
There was a comparison group (CG). The comparison group for each 
treatment consisted of existing Chapter 1 service for first graders in the schools 
where the treatment was applied. Teachers received no additional in-service 
training and were instructed to follow their usual procedures. Lessons typically 
focused on practicing particular skills and building a core of known words that 
students could use in classroom performance. Lessons included some group 
reading and teachers sometimes read aloud to students. 
For all treatment and comparison groups pretest data included the Mason 
Early Reading Test, a Dictation Task and text reading level assessments were 
collected in October of Year 1. At the conclusion of the tutorial programs in 
February, the children were assessed with a second Dictation Task, a text reading 
level assessment, the Woodcock Reading Mastery and the Gates-MacGinitie. The 
Gates-MacGinitie was readminstered in May. Finally, sustained impact was 
assessed by a third Dictation Task and text reading assessments in the fall of Year 
2. 
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Analysis revealed that only Reading Recovery produced significant effects 
on all four measures at the end on the treatment period. It was also the only 
treatment for which effects on the text reading assessment were still evident the 
October of the following year. All comparison treatments and the RWG 
continued throughout the academic year. Children in the other experimental 
groups were released when the study ended. 
It appears that one-to-one tutorial alone is not sufficient, because both the 
RS and DISP yielded consistently lower outcomes than RR. RR teachers working 
one-to-one had better results than those who worked with groups (RWG), 
suggesting that the individual tutorial setting is necessary to achieve the results. 
In terms of sustained effects the RWG appeared to be the second best treatment 
in the study. 
Teachers' Changing View of the Reading Process 
Classroom practice is often widely different from theoretical views of 
education. Methodology tends to be narrow in focus, guided by classroom 
expediency, and justified by success in the achievement of limited goals. 
Teachers often view students’ failure not in terms of failed instruction, but in 
terms of children's low ability or the influence of non-school factors (Holdaway, 
1979). 
Research on oral language development and early literacy development 
has brought new insights into the process of reading and reading instruction. 
Current theory holds that reading is a process influenced by social, cultural and 
cognitive factors (Bloome, 1985; Weaver, 1985; Smith, 1985; Goodman, 1986). 
Teachers are being encouraged to use reading instruction techniques which can 
support reading as a process. Innovation, however, often brings conflict. 
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Teachers who feel they have been successful in the past with their old 
methodology hesitate to make changes. Because many teachers were taught to 
read by practicing discrete reading skills, they continue to view reading 
instruction in a less holistic way. 
The Reading Recovery teacher training program supports the process of 
change (Allen, 1992). Teachers are given opportunities to learn both theory and 
practice and are supported as they practice their new skills (Pinnell, 1990). The 
teacher-leader guides the teacher trainees during an actual lesson. This is 
accomplished with the use of one-way windows. This practice provides 
opportunities to talk about and analyze situations as they occur. This process 
helps change a teacher's practice (Woolsey, 1986). Janet Gaffney, director of the 
Illinois Reading Recovery Program says, ’This individualized problem solving is 
a key reason why Reading Recovery changes teachers’ expectations that they 
could solve reading difficulties if someone would just tell them a set of rules to 
follow" (The Council Chronicle, 1992). One Reading Recovery teacher writes: 
Even that first year I began to alter my classroom reading and 
writing program to provide all of my students with more 
opportunities to read and write. My view of reading changed, and 
my instruction began to look quite different. The children learned 
to solve problems for themselves. I spent less time on systematic 
drill and practice and more time teaching children to use 
knowledge of words, letter-sound relationships and spelling 
patterns while they were actually reading and writing (Pinnell, 
Fired & Estice, 1990). 
Woolsey (1986) undertook an ethnographic study of one first grade 
teacher as she participated in the Reading Recovery training program. Woolsey 
found the teacher's personal theories and classroom practices moved away from 
a phonics/skills approach and towards a more meaning-based whole language 
approach. Several factors appeared to influence the changes: the tension between 
36 
what the teacher was learning about reading from her professional reading and 
class work as a Reading Recovery teacher and as a master's degree student, the 
collaborative teacher model that was introduced in the late winter of the research 
year, and the responses of the children who were involved with her in the 
Reading Recovery tutoring. 
Woolsey found that the teacher's writing program was more influenced 
than her reading program. The teacher abandoned her practice of having the 
children copy passages from the board and introduced journal writing, letter 
writing, and rewrites of literature. Once they were introduced, these practices 
were for the most part maintained throughout the year. The teacher introduced a 
time for children to read trade books alone or with partners, shared reading, and 
using literature in the place of reading lessons, but administration demands for 
regular assessment in the basal reading series, the press for time and the teacher's 
own fears and doubts made her abandon these practices midway during the 
year. It wasn't until the researcher assumed a collaborative role with the teacher 
that these practices became more comfortable for the teacher. 
Evidence from the early studies and the studies that continue across the 
United States as the program expands indicates that Reading Recovery has 
positive outcomes for children initially determined to be at risk of failure in 
reading. Two-thirds or more of children who receive a full program of Reading 
Recovery make accelerated progress and perform within the average range for 
their classes. Children retain their gains and continue to make progress at least 
two years after the intervention. 
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Chapter Summary 
Three issues central to this study were reviewed: access to literacy, a 
definition that guided the study and studies of related research on access. Clay's 
research on early reading and its impact on her theory of reading process and the 
development of the Reading Recovery program, and a review of the research 
studies on the Reading Recovery program. 
In this study, access to literacy is defined as the acquisition of strategies 
for grasping meaning from the written or spoken word. Access to literacy 
depends on many factors, such as encouragement of active participation in the 
classroom literacy events; by effective modeling and demonstrating of literacy 
skills and strategies; by availability of literacy materials, such as a variety of good 
literature, paper, and pencils; by opportunities for children to make choice in 
their literacy learning; and by a teacher's encouragement of risk taking. 
Clay's view of reading has been influenced by her extensive research on 
beginning readers. She believes good readers use strategies that maintain 
fluency, detect and correct error and are able to problem solve new words. The 
Reading Recovery program seeks to teach students that struggle to learn to read 
to take on the behaviors that good readers have. 
Research on the effectiveness of Reading Recovery indicates substantial, 
positive effects that persist beyond grade 1. In addition, the literature reveals 
Reading Recovery has had a positive effect on the professional development of 
teachers and schools involved in the program. 
Although we have a greater understanding of the reading process and 
what will impede or foster access for young beginning readers, complex 
interactions take place in classrooms between student and teacher and student 
and student. These interactions are impacted by the teacher's theory of reading. 
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and as well as the student's view of reading. Few studies have examined what 
happens to children who have been identified as being at-risk as they interact 
with their teacher and peers inside the classroom. It is important to expand the 
knowledge base about the ways in which a teacher's definition of the reading 
process and a student's experiences with their teacher and other classmates foster 
or impede further access to literacy. 
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Chapter 3 
DESIGN OF THE STUDY 
This study examines the access to classroom literacy of children 
participating in an intensive instructional program for high-risk beginning 
readers. Specifically, it describes the theory and practice of one classroom 
teacher with respect to students who have been identified as needing additional 
support to develop reading skills as well as describing four children who are 
involved in an early reading intervention as they take on the task of learning how 
to read and write. Specifically, the children's personal theory of reading, their 
interactions with other students and the roles they take in the classroom are 
examined. 
A qualitative research design was used in order to examine the interaction 
between students and teacher in the situation context. The students' approaches 
to reading were described as they naturally unfolded. Recent studies on literacy 
have begun to reflect on what is occurring inside classrooms, moving away from 
earlier literacy studies that attempted to determine what kind of reading 
instruction was most effective through large scale comparisons of test results. 
This change also moves away from the definition of literacy as being simply 
decoding and encoding to a more complex definition of literacy that takes into 
account social, cultural, linguistic, and cognitive factors (Bloome, 1989). 
Describing the classroom behaviors and interactions of high-risk young 
learners as they proceed through an intervention program designed to give them 
better access to school literacy can add to our understanding of how beginning 
readers can be provided with curriculum, instruction and a physical 
environment that fosters opportunities for becoming competent readers. 
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A number of studies have focused on the effectiveness of the Reading 
Recovery intervention. Results indicate that between 85 and 95% of children 
who participate in the intervention are at or above grade level based on 
standardized tests and Clay's observational survey when they discontinue. It is 
important to understand how and when their approach to reading and writing 
changes in the classroom. The classroom is its own literacy community where 
students "learn ways of acting, perceiving, and believing as they learn to speak, 
read, and write." (Borko & Eisenhart, 1989, p. 107). 
In order to better understand how children were able to use their new 
knowledge from the intervention in the classroom, I used an ethnographic 
research design (described below) to provide detailed descriptions of the 
classroom literacy events and interactions over a ten month period. I probed for 
patterns and meanings which the intervention children held in common, both 
while they interacted with other peers in their classroom and while participating 
in the intervention. 
What follows is a description of the setting and population of the study, 
my role in the school and classroom, the phases of the study, a discussion of how 
the site was selected, a description of the intervention program used with the 
four case study students, the data collection tools used and the data analysis 
procedures. 
Setting and Population of the Study 
The school is a primary school located in a mid-sized college town. There 
are approximately 450 students enrolled in the school. The school has five half¬ 
day preschool classes, seven half-day kindergarten classes, two full-day 
kindergarten/first grade transition classes and nine grade one classes. The study 
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took place in one of the first grade classrooms. There were twenty-three children 
in the class. The children came from mostly white middle class or blue collar 
families. 
Initially, I observed all of the children in this first grade classroom as a 
group to discover what the major literacy events were, how children went about 
participating in the events, and how the teacher organized her classroom. By 
mid October my focus shifted to the children involved in the intervention 
program, two boys and a girl, to examine how and when they participated in the 
on-going literacy events in the classroom. These children were selected on the 
basis of Clay's Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1979,1993). Later in the year as children 
were discontinued from the intervention and new children were selected I added 
the new children to my focused observations. Over the course of the year six 
children participated in the intervention. The three children who were chosen 
for the program at later times of the year were also selected on the basis of Clay's 
Diagnostic Survey, in addition to recommendation from the classroom teacher. 
Though data was collected throughout the year on all six children, two 
children who were selected into the program in the spring were not used for 
carrying out in-depth analysis. Data on the four children is reported in Chapter 
4. Children were excluded from this in-depth study for two different reasons. 
One child was excluded because she did not finish the program before the school 
year ran out and the second child because of the short duration of his program. 
The class was taught by an experienced first grade teacher of twenty-two 
years. The teacher, Mrs. Mullens (a pseudonym), was concurrently involved in 
series of in-service workshops designed to instruct teachers in the theory and 
practices of the Reading Recovery program. The teacher left her classroom each 
day for thirty minutes to work one-on-one with one of the children in the study. 
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She also attended several half day workshops and a weekly lunch meeting where 
parts of the thirty minute lessons were discussed or viewed on video. 
The Researcher's Role in the School and Classroom and Phases of the Study 
This section will provide an overview of the data collection methods and 
my role as a teacher in the building and as the researcher in the classroom. More 
detailed descriptions of the data collection methods will be provide in next 
section section of this chapter. 
I am the Reading and Language Arts Coordinator in the building as well 
as the Chapter 1 Director for the district. In my role as coordinator I work both 
with individuals and groups of children in the classroom and individual children 
outside of classrooms. I also work with teachers to improve language arts 
instruction by modeling for teachers process writing and literature-based 
instruction. During this study, while the classroom teacher was out of the 
classroom working with her student, I was the teacher in charge. My instruction 
during my time in the classroom centered mostly on reading and writing 
activities. I did occasionally collect data during this thirty minute period, but it 
was often limited to audio tapes centering on focus children. I did not attempt to 
observe or take notes at this time. 
My formal observations took place weekly while the teacher was also in 
the classroom. In the earliest stages of this study (September - October) my role 
could be characterized as passive participation (Spradley, 1980) where I was 
more of a spectator than a participant. I sat quietly at the back of the group 
during whole class or small group activities, making notes and silently 
observing. 
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After the initial phase of general observations I began more focused 
observations (November - April), taking on the role of what Spradley calls 
moderate participant. I shifted back and forth between observation and 
participation, seeking to maintain a balance between being an outsider and 
insider. While I was an additional adult in the room, I was not the teacher. At 
first children would seek help from me, but I almost always referred them to the 
teacher or back to themselves and they soon stopped asking me for help. During 
this phase I began to ask questions and talk with children in order to gain more 
insight into their perceptions and meanings in the literacy events as they 
occurred. I listened in as students worked together, and it was clear at times that 
some children forgot my presence because of the conversations they had, while 
others were always aware of me. 
The final phase of data collection (May- June) focused on the verification 
of data through additional observations and interviews with the teacher and 
students. I began to share with the teacher some early analysis. My perceptions 
were checked against Mrs. Mullens' experiences with the children. 
The data collection period was followed by a phase of post-site analysis 
and finally the interpretation and reporting of findings. In August I gave Mrs. 
Mullens a draft of my preliminary findings and then held an interview to give 
her an opportunity to respond. 
Data Collection 
Data in this study was gathered from several sources to build a complete 
picture of the classroom community and the role the teacher and the 
participating children within that community. Data collection procedures of five 
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types were used. Each is described and the note taking or recording method 
noted. 
Participant Observations 
I began the study by making broad descriptive observations in an attempt 
to get an overview of the classroom and what goes on there. During this time I 
visited the classroom weekly for three months (October - December) during 
reading/ writing periods. The purpose of these early visits was to better 
understand the way reading and writing was organized and the way 
participating children interacted with teachers, peers and text during reading 
and writing activities. I acted as a participant observer (Spradley, 1980), making 
careful observations, recording and participating when it was appropriate to the 
setting and purpose of the study. 
Since I was a part-time reading teacher in the school during the year the 
study took place, there were times that I acted as teacher-researcher during some 
of the student observations. I worked with five of the students one-on-one using 
the Reading Jump intervention over the course of the year. During the fall the 
classroom teacher worked for thirty minutes one-on-one with one of her 
students. When the classroom teacher was doing the reading jump lesson, I was 
in charge of the classroom. I led guided reading lessons twice a week, ran a 
writing workshop once a week and did a shared reading lesson with a morning 
message once a week. During these times I collected data centering on 
individual children who were involved in the intervention. 
Following the recording and analysis of this initial data I began to make 
more focused observations. Specific reoccurring literacy events were selected for 
further observation. Audio and video tapes were made whenever possible to 
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assist in obtaining accurate accounts of student-student and teacher-student/s 
interactions. Sub questions emerged and guided the more in-depth observations 
that took place weekly from January-June. Field notes were taken during 
observations. The participants' exact language was noted was much as possible, 
in addition to descriptions of student behaviors and activities. 
Field Notes 
During and after every observation in the classroom a record was made in 
the form of notes. During the actual observations rough notes were made. I tried 
to record classroom events, behaviors and interactions between children and the 
teacher in as much detail as possible. As soon as possible, often the same day, 
the rough notes were transcribed into the word processor. As I reflected back, 
my notes were elaborated and expanded upon. 
Audio Taping 
To fully capture the teacher-student and student-student conversation and 
interaction during literacy events I often audio taped literacy events in addition 
to taking field notes. A second tape recorder would often be set up in another 
part of the room to capture events that were taking place while I was observing 
somewhere else in the room. Also, when I requested, the classroom teacher 
would occasionally place a tape recorder near focus children as they worked one- 
on-one with her or when they were reading with a partner at times when I was 
not in the classroom. Almost all of the audio tapes then were transcribed into the 
word processor. 
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Video Taping 
Periodically I set up the video camera to capture a visual and audio record 
of large group literacy events. This gave me a chance to examine behaviors and 
interactions repeated for different purposes (for example one time to count how 
many times children raised their hands, another time to examine a particular 
child's level of attention to the lesson). I tried to keep the camera as unintrusive 
as possible, often filming from the back of the room and placing a tape recorder 
at the front so I didn't miss any of the children's soft voices. 
I found the adults to be more aware of the camera than the children. Most 
children, after five minutes or so, appeared to forget its presence. The para- 
professions in the room made elaborate efforts to avoid being in the picture, even 
after I had explained several times to them it would only be viewed by me for 
research purposes. One of the focus children was very aware of the camera, and 
once moved her chair so it was right in front to the camera and put on a reading 
performance for it for over thirty minutes. 
Interviews 
This study employed interview techniques commonly used by 
ethnographers. The questions emerged over time through conversation ( 
Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983). Non-directive questions (such as: How is Sean 
doing?) were designed to encourage the interviewee to talk about a particular 
broad area. More directive questions (such as: Do you find that Sean is less whiny 
now?) were used later in the study to test out hypotheses arising, to cross check 
information and sometimes to gain information I was unable to access myself. 
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The classroom teacher and participating students were interviewed as part 
of this study. 
Structured Teacher Interviews 
The teacher was interviewed monthly. The interviews usually 
encompassed both directive and non-directive questions. Broad descriptive 
questions explored the teachers theory of reading development and the teacher's 
perceptions of the progress of students' receiving the intervention. There was a 
final interview in August which was based upon the teacher's response to data 
analysis. 
Unstructured Teacher Interviews 
Spontaneous questions were asked of the classroom teacher during or 
following periods of observation which helped clarify happenings in the 
classroom. There were also times when the teacher would stop by my room to 
report interesting remarks or behaviors of the children in the study. Field notes 
were taken as soon as possible afterward to record responses. 
Structured Student Interviews 
Non-directive and directive questions were used during interviews with 
students during the reading intervention and after they completed it to explore 
the students' definition of reading, their perceptions of themselves and their 
abilities as readers and writers. 
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Unstructured Student Interviews 
Spontaneous questions were asked of students during or immediately 
following periods of observation or when working with the student during the 
intervention lesson to gain a deeper understanding of their thoughts. Responses 
were audio taped or noted in field notes immediately or as soon afterward as 
possible. 
Teacher Notes and Assessments 
The teacher would occasionally tape record or jot down a note about an 
interesting comment or behavior she would observe from the participating 
students. 
The teacher's initial assessment taken on each child in September, which 
consisted of an interview about reading behaviors and several parts of Clay's 
diagnostic survey, were made available and copied. In addition the teacher 
provided me with running records taken on the students quarterly over the 
course of the year. The teacher also provided me with her lessons plans, notes 
and running records from the student she worked with in the one-on-one 
intervention. 
Students' Reading and Writing Samples 
I examined samples of students' reading and writing work to gain a 
deeper understanding of their ability to participate in the classroom literacy 
work. Reading samples included homework reading logs with comments from 
both students and parents and reading packets designed by the teacher to go 
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along with integrated units she taught. A representative selection of the 
students' writing, which included stories, journal pieces, and special content area 
writing was photocopied for my records. 
Diagnostic Survey Results, Running Records and Lesson Plan Notes 
Results from Clay's (1978,1993) Diagnostic Survey were analyzed to 
discover each child's reading and writing strategies for approaching literacy 
tasks. A case summary was written from the results that reported the child's 
initial way of responding. The starting point for the child's instructional 
program was based on the case summary. 
A daily running record was taken following the child's second attempt on 
a book. The running record was a written recording by the teacher of the child's 
reading designed by Clay (See Clay, 1993 for a more complete explanation). This 
was analyzed for useful and problem strategies on text. Running records were 
compared over time as well as between children. Patterns of students' attempts 
on text were examined. 
Extensive notes on students' responses, confusions and developing self- 
improvement system during the intervention lesson were taken. A daily lesson 
plan was kept and this was analyzed for the sequence of when and how children 
took on new challenges in both reading and writing. 
Selection of the Site 
The school site, as well as the teacher and students, were chosen because 
of the work that was being done there with early intervention. In the year prior 
to the study teachers were involved on a smaller scale with providing one-on-one 
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intervention using Clay's model. Mrs. Mullens was very interested in the 
changes she noted in her student involved in the intervention. She was 
interested in exploring with me this change in a more purposeful manner. 
The study was limited to a single classroom for several reasons. I felt that 
the only kind of study which could probe the intricate ways in which teacher and 
student beliefs and actions interacted and were related was one which was 
carried out over the long term and in depth (Woosley, 1986). It was my intent to 
become a member of this single classroom over a long period of time and 
therefore to be privy to events, comments and actions as an insider (Spradley, 
1980). 
Background 
Studies of early literacy programs have suggested that teachers commonly 
limit literacy access by differentiating instruction among the students of differing 
abilities when children are grouped by ability (Cazden, 1988; Collins, 1986). In 
an earlier pilot, year long ethnographic study, I examined literacy events in a 
classroom where children were grouped heterogeously. I was interested in 
discovering if a teacher who did not group by ability would also differentiate in 
instruction among her students. I found that children's access to literacy was 
directly influenced by (a) the teacher's definition of literacy, (b) the teacher’s 
effort to make her definition explicit to the children, and (c) support structures 
that facilitated participation in the literacy events by all members of the 
classroom (Dufresne, 1982). I also found that while all students had equal 
opportunities to access classroom literacy, and that while instruction was not 
differentiated by the teacher, there continued to be students who struggled with 
literacy tasks and who viewed themselves as less able than other students to do 
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the literacy tasks. Opportunities to learn the same things, opportunities to 
participate in the same literacy events and explicit teacher instruction were not 
enough. 
Many interventions have been designed to help students that struggle 
with reading and writing. Some are designed to help children after they have 
failed to learn to read. The goal of the Reading Recovery program (described in 
Chapter 2) is to carefully select children who are in their second year of school (in 
the United States this is first grade) who are the most likely to experience 
difficulty learning to read and provide them with the skills necessary to perform 
at or above the average reading level with their peers. Training of Reading 
Recovery teachers is a full year long and involves a specially trained teacher 
leader to instruct the teachers. The training teachers meet weekly for three hours 
to observe each other teach from behind a one-way glass window and to discuss 
the reading theories and practices based on Clay's work. 
The training I received did not begin to match the training a Reading 
Recovery teacher receives, but the series of workshops gave me a good handle on 
the theory driving the intervention program and the procedures involved. I 
began working with one child who was selected because of his low scores on 
several of the tests from Clay's diagnostic survey and the concern for the child's 
progress by the classroom teacher. After forty lessons I discontinued the child 
from the intervention because the child was reading at grade level and he was 
using multiple strategies when reading. I began to work with another child who 
was selected for the same reasons as the first and she made similar accelerated 
progress. 
I was not the only teacher in the building who attended the workshops. 
Two other teachers were working with children in a similar way. Classroom 
teachers began talking about the change they saw in the how the children were 
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acting in the classroom. They talked about how the children were now raising 
their hands to answer questions, when they once never or rarely raised their 
hands. The teachers noticed that the children were more willing to read to the 
teacher and to their peers. Did this intervention cause children to change in the 
way they participated in the classroom? How was this connected to the 
intervention and how much did the classroom impact on this change? These 
were some of the things I began to wonder. The following year I decided to 
increase the number of children in each classroom who would receive the one- 
on-one intervention as well as look more in-depth at one classroom where 
children were grouped heterogeneously to see how the intervention affected the 
child’s reading and writing abilities, their role in the classroom and their 
perceptions of themselves. 
The intervention examined in this study is not Reading Recovery but as 
close a facsimile as the school was able to design. The program is called Reading 
Jump. In the year that the intervention took place a teacher was being trained at 
Lesley College as a Reading Recovery Teacher Leader. In the following year 
several teachers involved in the Reading Jump intervention will begin training as 
Reading Recovery teachers. The difference in the Reading Jump intervention 
from Reading Recovery lies mostly in the training of the teachers. The teachers 
involved in Reading Jump attended a series of workshops where they were 
instructed in the Reading Recovery procedures, including the diagnostic testing 
and lesson format. Each teacher was provided with the Reading Recovery 
handbook. The Early Detection of Reading Difficulties by Marie Clay. The 
teachers met together with me weekly for twenty to thirty minutes for the first 
two months of the program to view video tapes of each other's teaching and 
discuss the intervention lesson. The handbook was reviewed when examining 
specific parts of the lesson. I met several times with the training Reading 
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Recovery teacher leader to view video tapes of the teacher leader-in-training 
working with children in Reading Recovery lessons. The Chapter I teacher, 
special education teacher and I observed each other several times over the course 
of the year. These observations did not replace the observations and discussions 
that the year long Reading Recovery training provides. 
The Reading Tump Program 
Selection of Children 
The Reading Jump program selected children in first grade who were 
reading at the bottom 20% of the class. Teacher judgment and results from a 
Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1985) which included five subtests: Letter Identification, 
Concepts of Print, a Word Test, a Writing Vocabulary Test, and a Dictation Test 
and a sample of story book reading were used to determine which children were 
most likely to experience difficulty in learning to read. Letter Identification gave 
information about what letters children knew and could identify. Concepts About 
Print (C.A.P.) informed the teacher about significant concepts about printed 
language children had such as where the front of the book is and if they knew 
what a word is. The Word Test sampled children's ability to identify some high 
frequency words. The Writing Vocabulary test asked children to write down all 
the words they knew. The Dictation Test examined what sounds children are 
hearing . The children are also asked to read from a series of books which were 
leveled by difficulty. This test examined the strategies students employed when 
attempting to read unfamiliar text. In the fall the Diagnostic Survey was used 
exclusively for selection of the students into the program. In the spring. 
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classroom running records, teacher judgment and observation by the reading 
specialist often were deciding factors in the selection. 
The Reading Lesson 
Each child participating in the intervention met with the teacher in a small 
room outside the classroom for thirty minutes four or five days a week. 
The lessons included: 
1. Rereading familiar stories - The child chooses several stories. The materials used 
are usually short, predictable in text, use concrete pictures cues and natural 
language (see appendix for a list). The rereading provides the child with a 
chance to read in a fluid, fast and proficient manner as well as practice newly 
acquired reading vocabulary. The teacher verbalizes several key problem¬ 
solving strategies they notice the child using (such as one-to one matching, going 
back and trying again, checking the beginning letter or stopping when it didn't 
make sense). 
2. Assessment of yesterday's book - The teacher records the child's independent 
reading behavior using a book introduced to the child the day before. There is 
little help from the teacher, as the teacher looks for substitutions, self-corrections, 
omissions and insertions in the child's reading. These errors are analyzed and 
provide information for strategies the teacher will focus on. 
3. Writing a message or stoiy - The child composes a brief message with the 
teacher's help. During the writing part of the lesson the child is taught to bring 
high frequency words to fluency (effortless performance) and analyze words 
(discover links between sound and letters). The message is then written on a 
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strip of paper and cut into puzzle like pieces. The child then reconstructs the 
original sentence. 
4. Reading a New Book - Each day the child is introduced to a new book. The 
teacher looks through the book with the child discussing the pictures, plot and 
main ideas. Next the child reads the book with the teacher's help. This will be 
the book that the teacher will take a running record on the next day. By 
introducing children to new texts each day a teacher can encourage children to 
"increase their power over the reading tasks" (Clay, 1985 p. 71) by searching for 
links between items and relating new discoveries to old knowledge. 
Because a teacher is working one-on-one with a child, the program can be 
geared directly to the needs of that child. Strategy lessons are developed from 
the child’s needs. The teacher is constantly reinforcing strategies that the child is 
effectively using. At the same time the teacher is fostering the child's use of 
multiple cueing systems so that the child can become an independent learner. 
The intervention is discontinued when the child is ready to work at the same 
level as the children in the regular classroom without extra help. 
Data Analysis 
Data analysis in qualitative studies is the process of searching for 
questions (Spadley, 1980). While the initial research questions served as the basis 
for observations, the data was continually analyzed throughout the study and 
new questions emerged. 
I collected and analyzed the data simultaneously using the constant 
comparative method (Glaser and Strauss, 1967). This method involved 
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continuous and simultaneous collection and comparison of all incidents 
observed. 
My weekly analysis procedure consisted of fleshing out, reading, and 
rereading field notes; listening to and transcribing audio and videotapes; looking 
for patterns of actions/meanings in the data; and reflecting on the data by 
writing theoretical memos or analytic insights (Dillon, 1989). 
Using Clay's Diagnostic survey and strategy list (Clay, 1979), I examined 
the useful strategies the children used over time on text, letters, and words when 
reading and writing. (For example, when the task is difficult does the child seek 
help, try again, and / or search for further cues?) 
Transcripts of teacher-student interactions were colored coded for 
categories and patterns. This process helped me display the data in such a way 
that incidents under each category could be examined and counted. 
Data and interpretations were discussed with the classroom teacher at 
various points during data collection and analysis. This was done to validate 
my perceptions for all research questions. Following the completed analysis of 
the data I met with the teacher and asked her to comment on the themes used to 
frame the analysis. 
Data sources were cross-checked for consistency through triangulation. 
Triangulation "is an attempt to relate different types of data in ways that 
counteract possible threats to the vanity of researcher analysis" (Watros, 1990). 
Data from participant observation, teacher / student interviews, students' reading 
and writing samples, running records and teacher reflection and assessments 
were compared. These comparisons were conducted to provide verification and 
to establish different points of view between different students' and teachers' 
definition of reading, the progress students made and what kind of role children 
played in the classroom. 
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Chapter Summary 
The research design for the present study used qualitative research 
methods to describe the theory and practice of one first grade classroom teacher 
in relation to four children receiving an intervention for high-risk beginning 
readers and how the intervention children were able to use their new knowledge 
from the intervention in the classroom. Data was collected from classroom 
observations, teacher assessments and notes, formal and informal interviews 
with the teacher and students, representative samples of reading and writing 
work, and Clay's Diagnostic Survey. 
I examined field notes, transcripts of audio and video tapes, and interview 
transcripts for emerging patterns and themes concerning the teacher's and 
students' definition of reading, the roles students' took in the classroom, and 
approaches student's took to literacy learning. Emerging patterns helped focus 
subsequent observations and interviews. I used a systematic method of coding 
data to aid in ongoing data analysis, to provide evidence to support conclusions 
and to formulate recommendations for further research. 
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CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
To gain insight into the complex process of literacy acquisition, I have 
observed and documented the initial approaches of four children to literacy, 
changes in the children's approaches during their participation in an early 
intervention program, and the persistence or change in their newly acquired 
literacy approaches when under the influence of the beliefs and practices of a 
teacher in the regular classroom. Collection of data was guided by three research 
questions: What changes take place in students' approaches to literacy during the 
intervention? Do students employ in the classroom the strategies acquired 
during the intervention? If so, how and when? How do the classroom teacher's 
beliefs and practices appear to influence the progress of students during and 
after the intervention? 
The chapter is divided up into four sections. The first section describes the 
intervention program in more detail, giving examples of how the intervention 
teacher attempts to foster the children's use of strategies when reading and 
writing. The next section focuses on the students' progress during the 
intervention in attempt to answer the first question: What changes take place in 
students' approaches to literacy during the intervention? The third section 
focuses on the children when they are working in the classroom, before, during, 
and following the intervention, in order to probe for the answer: Do students 
employ in the classroom the strategies acquired during the intervention? If so, 
how and when? Section four focuses on the literacy events in the classroom and 
the classroom teacher's interactions with the students to probe for: How do the 
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classroom teacher's beliefs and practices appear to influence the progress of 
students during and after the intervention? 
The Intervention 
Roaming the Known 
The first two weeks of sessions with each child involved discovering more 
fully what the child knows beyond what was discovered during the diagnostic 
survey. Clay (1993) calls this period "Roaming the Known." The intervention 
teacher often read to the child and engaged the child in conversation about the 
story. The teacher also read several very easy books that she believed the child 
could also read. The child was encouraged to read with the teacher, especially 
on particularly repetitive parts. The child also had an opportunity to write a 
story. This writing was done in collaboration with the teacher and typically 
offered opportunities for the child to write things they were comfortable with. 
(For example: The teacher and Nate wrote a book about things Nate likes. On 
page one they wrote, Nate likes to play baseball. Nate wrote Nate, something he 
demonstrated he knew how to do in the diagnostic survey, and contributed the 
idea for the rest of the message. The teacher paused as she wrote each word, 
thinking aloud and giving Nate an opportunity to contribute letters he may 
know, such as p when the teacher stretches the word play. By the third page in 
the book Nate told the teacher he could write the word like and wrote the word 
himself after checking the previous page briefly.) 
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Fostering Fluency 
After two weeks of working with many little books and writing a variety 
of stories, the formal lessons began. Each lesson started with the child rereading 
familiar books. The child chose which book he / she would like to read and was 
encouraged to read it fluently and to make "it sound like talking." Clay says, 
"When the reading is phrased like spoken language and the responding is fluent 
. . . then there is a fair chance that the reader can read for meaning and check 
what he reads against his language knowledge. And his attention can go mainly 
to the message." (p. 51,1993). 
Assessing the Child's Reading and Teaching for Strategies 
The fluent reading was followed by the teacher taking a running record 
(see page 50) on a book that was introduced to the child the day before. The 
child was asked to read without assistance from the teacher. If the child stopped 
or appealed for help, the teacher responded, "You try." If the child failed to 
make an attempt or appealed again, the teacher told the child the word. 
Following the running record the teacher chose one or two teaching points to 
bring to the child's attention. For example, if the child read girl for lady, the 
teacher might cover the word lady and ask the child to predict what they would 
expect to see at the beginning of girl. After the child said g, the teacher would 
slowly pull her finger back to show the letter 1 and ask, "Could this be girl?" The 
teacher continuously modeled for the children a way they could check in the 
future for themselves. 
Some early strategies the teachers focused on were: having the children 
check or self-monitor by encouraging them to point to each word and making the 
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amount of words they say match the amount of text; encouraging them to tell 
what they noticed when they stop and are hesitant ("Good, you noticed 
something was wrong there," or "Why did you stop?"); encouraging them to 
cross check one kind of information with another, such as checking the meaning 
(the pictures) with the visual aspects (the letters). As children began to monitor 
and cross check the teacher began to encourage them to search all types of cues in 
a flexible way when attempting unfamiliar or recently learned material. The 
teacher might say, 'Try that again and think, what would make sense?" or 'Try 
that again and think what would look right?" The teacher also encouraged the 
child to correct errors by asking things like, "Were you right? or saying, "It could 
be . . . but does it look right?" or "It could be . . . but does it make sense?" 
The teaching points following the running record were aimed at consolidating a 
particular strategy. Once a child mastered a strategy the focus shifted. 
Learning How Words Work 
Following the running record was a brief word analysis period. Using the 
magnetic letters the teacher demonstrated how words work, using onset and 
rime analogy (see page 6). For example, the teacher made the word look with 
magnetic letters on the board, a word the child is able to read and/or write. She 
then demonstrated that by removing the letter 1 and replacing it with a b she has 
a new word, book. She demonstrated this with several letters and then asked the 
child to make the words. Last, the child was asked to make some of the words 
independently. The purpose of this part of the lesson was not to teach word 
families, but rather to demonstrate for the child how words work. 
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Writing 
The next part of the lesson was spent on writing a message together. In a 
large notebook the child wrote the parts of the message that he or she could do 
independently. The teacher wrote the part that she judged to be too hard for the 
child to attempt at the current stage of his/her learning. The teacher and child 
worked together on words which the child is not able to do completely 
independently but with support was able to accomplish. For example, Nate 
wanted to say "I have a dog named Muffin." Nate independently wrote I. Then 
on the practice part of the page the teacher used sound boxes (see page 6) to help 
Nate hear the sounds in the word have (see Chapter 1). By pushing pennies into 
the sound boxes Nate was able to successfully hear the h and the v. The teacher 
told him the sound a and shows him the silent e. Then Nate wrote dog and the n 
in "named" and the M in "Muffy" independently. The teacher wrote the rest of 
the letters in the words named and Mujfy. At times the teacher asked the child to 
write a word over and over several times on the practice page to bring a high- 
frequency word to fluency. Clays says this procedure, "... helps the child 
remember the word in every detail" (p. 30,1993). The practice page was also 
used to help the child move from known to unknown. (For example Nate was 
trying to write the word way and the teacher asked him to write day on his 
practice page, a word he knows fluently. She then, depending on where Nate 
was in his understanding of how words work, might ask him to attempt way or 
might write way herself and ask Nate to tell how they are alike. Nate would then 
copy way into his message.) 
After the message had been written, the child reread it while the teacher 
recorded it onto a strip of heavy paper. The paper was then cut up and the child 
reassembled the message. Each night the child took the cut up message home 
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and pasted it into a notebook with the help of the family. Sometimes a story was 
written over time. 
Learning a New Book 
The final part of the lesson involved helping the child read a new book. 
The book was carefully selected to provide the child with the necessary support 
that would allow the child to orchestrate strategies they were beginning to show 
signs of understanding, as well as provided an opportunity for new learning. 
The teacher introduced the book, making the child familiar with the plot, 
unusual language, the writing style and structure of the book. Clays says, "The 
teacher is ensuring that the child has in his head the ideas and the language he 
needs to produce when prompted in sequence by print cues" (1993, p. 37). The 
teacher attempted to improve the child's processing of information on 
continuous text and directed the child's attention to details he or she overlooked. 
Following the reading the teacher selected one or two points that suited the 
child's competencies to discuss. 
Data Informing Student Progress Over Time 
To discover what changes took place in students' approaches to literacy 
during the intervention I will look closely at four intervention students: Sean, 
Nate, Katie and Kathy. A case history describing the four students' progress as 
well as descriptions of their behaviors, attitudes and roles in the classroom will 
be given. 
I 
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Sean 
Sean was a friendly child, with bright brown eyes and a cheerful smile. 
Although almost everything to do with language was difficult for Sean, he 
always was willing to try and rarely was discouraged. He was tested in early 
September when he was age 6 years 7 months and began to work with me for 
thirty minutes a day four days a week at the end of September. What follows is 
the test results from the diagnostic survey, listed in Table 1, his useful strategies 
and problems areas with text, words and letters, and a summary of where he was 
at the beginning of the program. Next is a description of the progress he made 
during the course of the intervention. 
Table 1 Diagnostic Survey* - Sean 
Text Rdg Letter 
Ident. 
Word 
Test 
C.A.P. Writing 
Voc. 
Dictation 
Sept. 
1 21 0 16 0 8 
June 
10 36 30 
* See pages 54 for more complete details about the diagnostic survey. 
In September of first grade Sean had made some progress with the use of 
meaning cues, but he did not attend to the print. He often failed to match one-to 
one with print. For example the text read: The tiger got on. Sean read, "And 
now the tiger is gettting on the ride." Discrepancies between what Sean said and 
what he saw did not signal to him to recheck and self correct. Sean's confusions 
with letters made it difficult for him to write even though he was able to hear 
some sounds in words. Out of 54 letters which included upper and lower case 
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letters and alternate letter styles: g and a most children in Sean's class knew 50 or 
more of their letters, were able to one-to-one match simple text and could write 
eight or more words such as mom, dad, their name and siblings' names. Sean's 
scores indicated he would most likely have a difficult time learning to read. 
Because of Sean's scores, and difficulty with school tasks during the first couple 
of weeks of first grade, he was selected for the Reading Jump intervention. It is 
interesting to note that Sean's older brother was in the special education program 
and was significantly behind his classmates. Sean's mother also told the 
classroom teacher that Sean's dad was "dyslexic." Notes written by Sean's dad 
confirmed that he has some difficulty with writing. 
Progress 
During the first two weeks of Sean's program I introduced him to very 
easy books with very few words and pictures. Sean was eager to read and would 
actively join in and read with me. After six lessons he was sometimes able to 
one-to-one match, but with a change in the pattern would revert to making up 
the text and inserting extra words to make it sound right. Initially Sean had a 
difficult time learning words that he needed to monitor his reading. He confused 
common sight words such as 7, a and the. In order to help Sean learn how to look 
at print, several minutes during each lesson was spent on multi- sensory type 
activities to support his learning new words. For example to learn the word and 
he wrote and in the air, traced the word on the chalk board, wrote it in a salt tray 
and with a water pen. This procedure needed to be used for over a month on 
different words before Sean began learning words without the intensive 
procedures. To learn letters we made an alphabet book, and I used letter books 
and magnetic letters when he was confused. Gradually his writing and reading 
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demonstrated he had mastered all of his letters. He was able to move from letter 
to sound (in his reading) and also from sound to letter (in his writing) by mid- 
November. 
Early in the program Sean tended to use structure and meaning cues but 
not visual cues to cross check with. For example on October 19th after three 
weeks of the intervention he read you for 7, lion for tiger, hawk for vulture. After 23 
lessons Sean was able to voice print match (see Chapter 1). He continued to use 
pictures and meaning as his primary source of cues and was not cross checking 
with visual cues. He had learned some words to monitor with (see Appendix A) 
after a great deal of repeated teaching of them. Here Sean reads a Storybox book 
The Storm. He is matching up words and using meaningful substitutions that 
lack any visual relationship. 
(Note: each ^ represents a word read correctly. The actual text is recorded on the 
bottom and the child's reading is recorded on the top. SC stands for self¬ 
correction and R stands for repetition. If there is an arrow with the R it indicates 
the place the child repeated from. T stands for a told given by the teacher.) 
THE STORM 
/ i/ </ 
Here comes the rain 
1/ / / rain 
Here comes the wind 
i/ thunder 
Here comes the lightning 
i/ noise 
Here comes the thunder 
/ i/ i/ 
Here comes the storm. 
y */ i/ i/ 
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Here comes the sun. 
now is \sc is \ R 
and here comes 
/ 1/ 
the rainbow 
At this point in his lessons, Sean is using the pictures and his 
understanding of the story to read. While the words thunder and lightning don't 
look anything at all alike, the picture and the story make it a perfectly good 
prediction. Sean was demonstrating that he was now aware that the words need 
to match up, as well as make sense and sound right. He is being careful to 
maintain one-to-one matching and he is using words he knows to monitor his 
matching (in this case with the word the). 
In writing on the same day Sean wrote My grandpa is coming over. He 
wrote my and is fluently and without assistance and heard and recorded the g 
and p in grandpa, the c, 0, m, and ing in coming and the o,v, and r in over. He 
needed a model for writing the letter v and reversed the letter r both times he 
wrote it. 
By lesson 32 Sean was continuing to rely on meaning and structure for his 
first attempt but was beginning to cross check and correct using first letter cues. 
The following running record taken on Sean's second reading of a Storybox book 
My Home, illustrates the kind of reading work he was doing at this point. 
MY HOME 
S J said \ sc --\T 
My home is here 
"Skip it”\sc / i/R 
said the dog 
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if if it if if if bird \sc 
My home is here said the frog 
if if said \ sc R f f t f 
My home is here said the frog. 
/ if if if 
A rabbit! A dog! 
if if if if if if bunny \sc 
My home is here said the rabbit. 
if if if 
Good-bye rabbit. 
The day before in his lesson I showed Sean that while the picture showed 
a bunny or a rabbit, by checking the letters he would know the word had to be 
rabbit. Sean first read bunny, as he had the day before but then looked again at 
the letters and self-corrected for the first time by using the visual information. It 
was a big step for Sean and showed his new understandings of how the letters 
connected to the reading. When Sean said, "skip it" for the word said he is using 
a strategy the classroom teacher suggested to the class and not a strategy I had 
taught or encouraged. Skipping a word is often a difficult higher level strategy, 
but it seemed to work for Sean because he was able to self correct the error. 
By lesson 70 Sean had begun to integrate all his cues. He continued to use 
structure and meaning initially but was cross checking with visual cues. In the 
following running record taken on Sean's second attempt on The Great Big 
Enormous Turnip, a book from the Scott Foresman series, evidence of Sean's 
growing understanding of cross checking cues can be seen. 
THE GREAT BIG ENORMOUS TURNIP 
/ if if if if if if if if if t 
Once upon a time an old man planted a little turnip. 
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f f f f f / ✓ f 
The old man said, "Grow, grow, little turnip." 
f f f f f so \ sc 
Grow sweet grow, little turnip. Grow 
great \ sss\ sss\T 
strong 
Note how Sean starts to predict a structure that would make sense so ... 
but then notices the word grow which he has just read, cross checking meaning 
and structure with the visual cues. Next he predicts great, again using meaning 
and structure, then he notices the s. He makes the s sound, but is unable to 
analyze the word further and needs to be told the word is strong. 
f f f f f f f f f f f healthy 
And the turnip grew up sweet and strong and big and enormous 
f f f f f f f \/ peek at\sc 
Then one day the old man went to pull it 
f f f f until f f couldn'tlsc 
He pulled and pulled again. But he could 
f f f if 
not pull it up. 
✓ ✓ ✓✓ ✓ ✓✓ ✓ ✓ ✓✓✓ f f 
He called the old woman. The old woman pulled the old man. The old 
f f f t \sc 
man pulled the turnip 
Sean still wasn't familiar enough with vowel sounds to correct until for 
again. It worked structurally for him so he left it as is. He was either being 
careful to one-to-one match or was using the word not that he knows to monitor 
his reading with because as he comes to the word not following the word could he 
quickly corrects couldn't for could. His oral language overrides the text reading, 
however, and he needed to correct each time he saw the word could. 
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Sean was now very eager to take his new books home to read to his 
parents. Following the reading of this book he asked to take this book home as 
part of his nightly reading. 
By the end of Sean's program he had a solid understanding and use of 
cues to support himself when text was difficult. He predicted based on his 
knowledge of the context but cross checked with initial letters. Further visual 
searching continued to be difficult for Sean. He would forget what the story was 
about the minute he slowed down to work out an unknown word. The time it 
took to search visual information made Sean lose the context in which to place 
the tricky word. Rereading became a critical strategy for Sean and he did use it 
to help himself. 
Sean's progress in the program was slow, slower than any of the other 
children I worked with. I invited both the special education teacher and the 
speech and language teacher to observe me working with Sean. They both felt 
the difficulties he experienced with language indicated a need for long term 
support. Because there were other children needing help, children that would 
most likely make swift progress, it was decide that Sean be referred for special 
education testing. After 74 lessons, Sean was withdrawn from the program so 
that another child could receive help. At a June team meeting it was decided that 
Sean would receive special education services the following year. Testing 
revealed Sean had a large memory processing disability. 
Nathaniel (Nate) 
Nate was a talkative child, with serious eyes and fair hair that often was 
tangled and standing straight on end. He was eager to learn and always ready to 
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work hard with me. He was six years four months old on September 29 when he 
began the intervention. I worked with him four days a week. What follows is 
the test results from the Diagnostic Survey, listed in Table 2, and a summary of 
where he was at the beginning of the program. Next is a description of the 
progress he made of the course of the intervention. 
Table 2 Diagnostic Survey - Nate 
Text Rdg Letter 
Ident. 
Word 
Test 
C.A.P. Writing 
Voc. 
Dictation 
Sept. 
1 39/54 0 13 5 12/37 
Dec. 
6 * 14 * 24 37/37 
May 
18 * * * 55 37/37 
Nate was six years four months old on September 29 when he began 
working with me four times a week. He had a good understanding of 
directionality of print and could differentiate between letters and words but was 
unable to voice print match. He was able to hear some sounds in words and 
identify the letters and could write four words other than his name. He was 
confused about the formation of some letters and handled his pencil awkwardly. 
Nate was selected into the program because his Kindergarten teacher felt he 
would need extra support and the diagnostic survey scores supported her 
judgment. 
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Progress 
From the beginning Nate was eager to figure out words he didn't know on 
his own. He was annoyed with me if I supplied the answer. He was interested 
in the books I brought in to read to him in the first two weeks while we began 
our initial exploration and quickly began to attempt reading with me and would 
often make comments about the pictures and the story. He was confused about 
some of the sounds letters made but quickly began to sort them out. He often 
reread to help himself with the context. 
At home, his parents were being careful to have him read and complete 
his sentence each night, but it appears he was uncooperative at times. In early 
October his mother writes: 
N. had difficulty with his sentence today, he was easily frustrated and unwilling 
to puzzle out the sentence structure. PS. This morning he relented. 
Later that month she writes: 
He has a lot of trouble with vowels, especially short vowels. 
Above is an example of the concern parents often had about the children 
learning letters and sounds. Occasionally parents questioned the use of 
predictable books, which they felt their children memorized, and they would 
cover the pictures. When their children read words incorrectly they asked their 
children to sound the word out. This was confusing to all the intervention 
children who were being encouraged to use the pictures, predictable structure 
and to not sound out letter by letter but to check chunks of letters for patterns 
they knew, and this only as a last resort. 
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By lesson eight Nate was voice print matching and rereading when he 
realized his words didn't match. He would talk to himself out loud when he was 
puzzled as seen in the following example when he read Shark in a Sack, a 
Sunshine book, on October 21. 
SHARK IN A SACK 
/ y y y y y y y 
Can you put a shark in a sack? 
/ / y y y y y y 
Can you put a horse in a car? 
R2 
y »/ / / pig I turkey 1 "huh? What could that be? No. Not pig." 
Can you put a hen | T 
y y y y y y y y 
Can you put a pig in a pan? 
y y yy y y a /sc y 
Can you put a lollipop in your mouth? 
✓ yy 
Yes I can! 
y y y 
Yes I can! 
In his writing, Nate was quickly learning new words such as my, in, and, 
the and like and for the most part remembered them from day to day. Topics to 
write about were never a problem and he often suggested a sentence about what 
we were doing together such as: I read a hook with you, or about something in his 
classroom: I started making a witch, or about things he did at home: I went to Home 
Alone. It was fun. 
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By lesson 23 Nate was looking at patterns in words and transferring these 
to new, unknown words (such as day to hay). His mother was noticing his 
progress and wrote: 
Nate read his story w/ almost no help. He is much more interested in sounding 
out words in the newspaper, etc., although he continues to get frustrated and 
guess. 
I also observed Nate going beyond the first letter to help himself, 
sometimes attempting to use visual cues, especially the first letter, or by looking 
for patterns as I had been encouraging him to do. Here is a running record taken 
on Too Big For Me, a Storybox book. 
TO BIG FOR ME 
S J J the / comes / come/T 
Up up up came 
L/the? i/ i/ look/SC 
Little Spider to see 
/ •/ i/ i/ 
what he could see 
1/ y i/1/ 
What a big fly he said 
i/ 1/ i/ y y »/ 
Too big for me to see 
✓ i/ b/SC 1/ */ </ 
What a big bee he said 
S w-a-va/we/w-av/ i/ 1/ 1/ 1/1/ 
He's way too big for me 
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When attempting to read way Nate first tries to sounds it out making all 
the sound including the y. Next he takes a guess with we and finally sees the ay 
pattern I had shown him the day before and self corrects. 
In his writing Nate was able to quickly generate new words when shown 
a pattern and was using standard spelling for many common words and hearing 
most sounds in words. 
By lesson 33, Nate was reading books well within the ranges of the 
average progressing children in his classroom. He was cross checking, using 
visual, meaning and syntactical cues and successful analyzing simple words he 
was unfamiliar with. In consultation with the classroom teacher I decided to 
discontinue him from the program and he received no services from Chapter I 
after December. 
Katie 
Katie was a bubbly child with dark hair and dark bright eyes. She began 
the intervention on October 13 with Mrs. Mullens, the classroom teacher. Each 
day, Mrs. Mullens and Katie went to my room to work together for thirty 
minutes while I was in the classroom working with the rest of the class. What 
follow are the results from her Diagnostic Survey, listed in Table 3, her initial 
strengths and difficulties before the intervention and then a description of the 
progress she made in the intervention. 
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Table 3 Diagnostic Survey - Katie 
Text Rdg Letter 
Ident. 
Word 
Test 
C.A.P. Writing 
Voc. 
Dictation 
Sept. 
1 46/54 0/20 15 5 22/37 
June 
16 * 18 ★ 55 37/37 
Initially Katie had difficulty with voice print match. She was enthusiastic 
about reading and often attempted to sound like a reader by using the pictures 
and her understanding of oral language. 
Progress 
Katie quickly began to learn common words such as is, mom, dad and cat 
and was able to write and read them fluently. By the third week lessons Katie 
was starting to notice visual cues and began to self correct by monitoring first 
letters and known words. Here Katie reads a Sunshine book, I Can lump. 
I CAN JUMP 
✓ ✓ ✓ 
I can jump 
if 1/ 1/ 
said the grasshopper 
✓ ✓ 1/ 
I can't jump 
J J caterpillar I SC 
said the snail 
Katie was doing well with the writing portion of the lesson. She was able 
to hear many sounds in the words and also was learning to see patterns that 
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words make. She was not only pasting her sentence together each night, but was 
also spending time carefully drawing and coloring illustrations to go with the 
sentence. Katie's parents wrote to Mrs. Mullens that Katie was enjoying the 
homework she had each night and was extending it by practicing the words she 
knew how to read on a pad or by creating her own book based on one she 
brought home to read. 
By December, Mrs. Mullens had begun giving Katie more difficult books 
to read. As the text became more difficult Katie became frustrated. Here she 
read The Seed, a Sunshine book. When she became frustrated she droped her 
use of voice print matching and made up text to go with the pictures - something 
she did very early on. 
THE SEED 
✓ ✓ / ✓ 
Annie and Bobbie planeted a seed. 
J J y every day - — 
They watered it but it didn't grow 
And they waited for the seed to come out 
Its not going to grow said Annie 
They made a hole — — — 
Its not going to grow said Annie 
✓ ran to the house __ 
They went away and forgot it 
Sat on Dad's chair and - — — 
One day Dad said Come and look at this 
I 1 SC J 
A watermelon 
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Katie demanded that Mrs. Mullens tell her words when she couldn't easily 
read. Katie would get frustrated and say, "I can't do it." When Mrs. Mullens 
and Katie stopped their work together in January, Katie was reading grade level 
books but her second reading was often with only a 70-80% accuracy. Katie was 
doing little self correction on her own. Mrs. Mullens, while still interested in 
helping Katie, was feeling anxious about being out of her classroom for thirty 
minutes each day. She decided that she would continue to give Katie new books 
several days a week, but in the classroom. 
Notes from Katie's mother to Mrs. Mullens reflected Katie's interest in 
reading at home. Katie's mother continued to be very pleased with the growth 
Katie had made. She told Mrs. Mullens that they were pleased that Katie 
sounded out words she doesn't know. 
Kathy 
Kathy was a quiet, withdrawn child. She had an identical twin in another 
first grade classroom, whom she was very close to. Kathy spent a year in a 
transitional kindergarten-first grade before entering first grade. Her initial test 
scores made her eligible for Chapter I services but her scores were high enough 
that she was not selected for the Reading Jump program in September. By late 
fall it became clear that she was falling behind her classmates and at the teacher's 
request I put her in the Reading Jump program in January. Less data was 
collected on Kathy because she was not picked up for the program until January. 
I began to focused observations of Kathy in the classroom in January at the same 
time the intervention began. I worked with her four or five days a week until 
April. After 48 lessons Kathy was discontinued from the Reading Jump 
program. What follow are the scores from Kathy's Diagnostic Survey, listed in 
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Table 4, her initial strengths and confusions when beginning the intervention and 
a description of the progress she made both in the intervention and in the 
classroom. 
Table 4 Diagnostic Survey - Kathy 
Text Rdg Letter 
Ident. 
Word 
Test 
C.A.P. Writing 
Voc. 
Dictation 
Sept. 
2 51/54 0 15 8 23/37 
Dec. 3 * 6 * 19 26/37 
June 
16 * 19 ★ 51 37/37 
After four months in first grade, Kathy had made very slow progress. She 
knew several simple words that supported her reading on very simple repetitive 
text, but with text that had more words and less repetition, Kathy floundered. 
Kathy could hear many sounds in words and her writing reflected this but she 
made no attempt to use her knowledge about letters and sounds to attempt 
unknown words in reading. When reading new books she paid little attention to 
letters, but relied heavily on the pictures and the language pattern (reading 
words like man for table, rino for hippo etc.). 
< 
Progress 
I started Kathy out reading books that were easy and predictable. While 
she at first stopped dead when coming to something she was unsure of, after I 
described a strategy she might use, Kathy would immediately begin to use it. 
(For example go back and get a running start and make your mouth ready for the 
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first sound.) She took on new learning quickly and I was able to move her into 
increasingly more difficult text. By lesson 9 she could read fluently many new 
words, was reading more difficult books and cross checking without prompting. 
In the next example she reads My Bike, a Ready to Read book. 
MY BIKE 
/ / / 1/ / / 1/1/ tree 
On Monday I road my bike around the trees 
/ / 1/ 1/ // i/ 1/ tree 
On Tuesday I rode my bike around the trees 
/ 1/1/1/ 
And over the bridge 
✓ ✓ ✓✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ tree 
On Wednesday I rode my bike around the trees 
✓ / / 
over the bridge 
1/ 1/ 1/ 1/ 
and under the branches 
/ / // / / 1/1/ tree 
On Thursday I rode my bike around the trees 
1/ /1/ 
over the bridge 
around 1/ / I SC 
under the branches . . . 
While Kathy was not yet completely checking the ends of words, she was 
now paying attention to visual cues. 
In March after Kathy had done a really good job reading a difficult book I 
told her how pleased I was. She smiled shyly and said. 
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You know, no one in my class knows it yet, but my family knows. I'm a really 
good reader. 
Word analysis was difficult for Kathy. We spent time during each lesson 
looking at patterns in words, and although she could quickly pick up on patterns 
in isolated work, she tended not to use this strategy to help herself when reading. 
I often needed to point out to her that there was a pattern she could use. Here 
towards the end of Kathy's program a running record shows Kathy beginning to 
successfully use some word analysis along with other strategies to fluently read 
The Pot of Gold a Scott Foresman book. Here is a portion of the running record: 
THE POT OF GOLD 
J J SS y J if man 1 SC if if Gal 1 gr —? 
Once upon a time there was a mean man named Grumble IT 
/ / / if if if if if if if if if if 
One day Grumble saw an elf in the woods. Grumble said, "An elf 
alwavVSC hes \ sc if if if if 
always has a pot of gold 
i f if if if if if if if if if if 
I'll make this elf take me to his pot of gold. 
J S h- Id I howld I SC / if if 
Grumble took hold of the elf. 
J J ba-g-an / just 
The elf began \T to jerk/T 
Kathy was discontinued from the program when both the classroom 
teacher and I felt that she was reading within the average range of the other 
students in her classroom and that she was demonstrating the independent skills 
necessary to continue making progress without the intervention. 
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Section Summary 
All four children entered the intervention program significantly behind 
their peers. The children who entered the program in September had low letter 
knowledge, were unable to voice print match and did not use visual sign posts of 
any kind to monitor their reading. By the end of the intervention all four 
children were competent in using meaning and structure to support their 
independent reading of new text. They actively cross checked one source of 
information with another. All were able to use some visual analysis to search 
words further when necessary, although some were more successful than others. 
They all needed further practice at this. Follow-up training as a Reading 
Recovery teacher has illuminated why this was dificult. We didn't understand 
how early visual analysis needed to be demonstrated, or even all the ways that it 
could be demonstrated. 
In writing they were all able to hear and record most sounds in words, 
were familiar with and used writing conventions such as capitals and lowercase 
letters appropriately, spacing and end punctuation. They were able to move 
from known to new (such as day to hay) and to write their ideas quickly and 
comfortably. 
Observations in the Classsroom During and Following the Intervention 
While all four students made good progress outside the classroom in a 
one-on-one tutorial situation, what is important for school success is a carryover 
into the classroom. The literature tells us that at-risk students often have little 
opportunity to read and write, spend a great deal of their reading time on filling 
in blanks mostly to do with letters and sounds and, because of behavior issues. 
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very little time on task (Cazden, 1988; Collins, 1986; Allington, 1980). It also tells 
us that risk taking is a critical factor in new learning, language rich classrooms 
support emergent readers best, and that whole, meaningful texts are easier to 
learn to read than broken down controlled language texts that don't support 
meaning (Smith, 1978; Wells, 1986). To discover how and when students in the 
intervention were able to use the strategies in the classroom, the following 
questions were generated: 
What were the opportunities for reading and writing in the 
intervention classroom? What materials were used? 
How did the intervention children respond to these 
opportunities? 
Did their responses change over time? 
What factors affected students' responses? 
Before examining the students' responses to literacy in the classroom it is 
important to discover what the opportunities for reading and writing in this 
classroom are. Research tells us that at-risk students often have little opportunity 
for reading or writing real text (Allington, 1980; Borko &Eisenhart, 1989). Do 
students in this classroom who are experiencing difficulty have different literacy 
activities from average and above average progressing students? What are the 
books and other materials that the students need to interact with? 
Weekly observations revealed there were several literacy events that were 
the mainstay of the classroom. While the schedule changed sometimes because 
of special events, the following literacy events occurred daily or several times a 
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week: Choice Time, Morning Message, Partner Reading and Individual Reading, 
Shared Reading, Story Time, Guided Reading, Themed Projects, and Writing 
Workshop. What follows is a description of each of these literacy events. 
Classroom Literacy Events 
Choice Time 
The day began with students arriving over a period of twenty minutes. 
After removing coats and putting lunch boxes away the children were free to 
choose something unfinished from their cubby to do, or they could get a book 
and read, or their writing folder and write anywhere in the classroom. Mrs. 
Mullens would circulate and help children with their work and then gradually 
she began using this time to introduce new books to children she was concerned 
about. Certain children began to expect a new book each day and would upon 
arrival ask, "What's the name of my new book today?" Mrs. Mullens and the 
child would sit side by side at Mrs. Mullens' desk reading the book together 
while the other children worked independently or with partners around the 
room. This period lasted sometimes up to forty-five minutes. Children would 
come up and interrupt and Mrs. Mullens would say firmly, "I'm busy now." 
Children knew they were expected to keep themselves appropriately busy and 
seek help from each other because Mrs. Mullens spent a great deal of time early 
in the year discussing with the children what they were to do with this time. 
Choice times gave students opportunities to self-select activities. It 
provided an opportunity for them to learn how to make choices, and carry them 
out in an independent manner. It also gave the teacher an opportunity to work 
with individuals. A great deal of reading and writing by all students was 
observed during this period. Students could be seen working on reading theme 
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packets they had been given by the teacher, reading books from their book box, 
writing stories or journal entries, and choosing books from the classroom library. 
Morning Message 
Each day the children sat in front of the easel to read a message that Mrs. 
Mullens had written on lined chart paper. The messages in the fall were simple 
and often used consistently the same language each day. In the spring the 
message became more complex. A message in September read: 
Hello boys and girls 
Today is_ 
It is_outside 
We will go to_ 
We will see Miss Suthers 
Sept 29 1992 
Children would take turns coming up to read and do something on the 
message - often putting in missing words and punctuation such as in the above 
example. Children could choose to do whatever they wanted in response to the 
teacher saying, "What will you do for us today?" When a child came up to the 
easel but was unsure of what to do, Mrs. Mullens would say, " You can ask 
someone for help if you'd like." And then later in the year Mrs. Mullens started 
to say, "What can you do to help yourself?" 
In the following example the class works to complete the morning 
message. There were blanks in the message, but no single right answer. Here 
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Jim tried to decide what to place in the blank. He wanted to know if his answer 
was "right." Mrs. Mullens told him: 
Oh that's up to you. It's your choice, you can put anything you like there - if it 
makes sense you can put that in there. Well, why don't you read it and see if 
that's what you'd like to put it in there. 
The morning message provided the teacher with an opportunity to teach 
children strategies she expected them to use when reading independently. She 
was able to model appropriate problem solving strategies and highlight students 
who demonstrated good strategic work. It also provided Mrs. Mullens with a 
chance to reinforce her desire for children to work cooperatively with each other. 
Partner Reading and Individual Reading 
Each child had a book box with a selection of books from Mrs. Mullens' 
extensive classroom library or from the school collection of multiple copies of 
trade books. Some of the books the children had been introduced to during a 
group lesson or individually, others were books children selected themselves. 
The books selected by the children might be books they could read, but early in 
the year were often books they liked to look at. 
During partner reading children read together in pairs. The partners 
remained the same for several months and then were changed. Children were 
asked to sit side by side so that they could see each other's book. Children were 
supposed to help each other by supplying clues or suggesting strategies to try. 
Early in the year the teacher often started partner reading with reminders 
of how to be good partners. 
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October 25 
Teacher: How do good partners sit? 
Children: Shoulder to shoulder. 
Teacher: That's right. You need to both be looking at that book. What can you 
do if your partner doesn't know a word? 
Annie: Say, "look at the picture." 
Teacher: That's right. That picture can give a clue can't it! Umm. What else 
can you do help your partner? 
Ben: You could say . .. You could say, "Get a running start." 
Teacher: You could say, "Why don't you get your mouth ready and then get a 
running start ? " That can really help, can't it? Remember, good partners don't 
just tell the word. They help their partners figure out how to do it themselves. 
During independent reading the children not only worked with the books 
from their book boxes, but they also would get big books or charts and pointers 
or looked through the book collection for new books. During both partner and 
individual reading Mrs. Mullens circulated around the room working with 
individuals and partners. 
As Mrs. Mullens circulated among the partners she showed students how 
to help one another along. 
Nate just a minute. I want to see if Micky understands the best way to help you. 
And Micky remember you talked about how we can help our partners or help 
someone. 
88 
If a student failed to monitor for meaning, Mrs. Mullens would remind 
them that they needed to do so. Mrs. Mullens believed that reading was a 
meaning making process. Her message to the students was that reading should 
make sense. She prompted them to check themselves as they read and to monitor 
for meaning: 
Jessica read whale for whole. 
Teacher: Would it make sense? 
She also reminded them that they were reading to gain a message. They 
needed to listen to themselves and learn from what they read: 
Did we just find out something? Let's read on and see what else.. 
When it is clear a student was not gaining meaning, she would stop them 
and show them why it was wasn't working and how they could fix it: 
Does that make sense? Sure,listen. Teacher reads the sentence the child just 
read changing the intonation. 
Teacher points to a period that the child hasn't stopped at. Yeah, that's why 
it wasn't making sense. If you kept going on , it woiddn't make sense.. 
Here Mrs. Mullens taught the students to use visual cues to predict and 
confirm or unconfirm predictions: 
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Do you think that could say bunny? Do you knorv what letter that is? (d - 
dinner) 
Does that look like is. ? I think you know the word is. 
Teacher: What is that letter? 
Sean: R 
Teacher: Because it might help you to know what the word is. 
What do animals have on that starts with that letter? 
Teacher: Listen to this CLOCKSSSSS. What do you think you'd see at the end of 
clocks? 
S: s 
Teacher: Do you see a c here? and a S over here? Do you think that could be 
clocks? 
I don't think that's fish. I don't see a sh in there. 
Mrs. Mullens believed that students needed to use their knowledge about 
letters and sounds to figure out unknown words. She asked that students 
confirm predictions based on their knowledge of visual cues. 
Mrs. Mullens also asked students to use their knowledge about how 
words work to figure out unknown words: 
I see two chunks you know. 
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Could this be start? Do you see a chunk you ktiow? 
Do you know what these two letters say ? t and h? 
A 
To reinforce student's use of visual cues, especially as the students just 
were beginning to add this strategy to their repertoire, Mrs. Mullens would stop 
and highlight a student's attempt or success at using this strategy: 
You ktiow what I liked. You knew this was a word that started with ha and you 
started to say had, but this word is help, so you were looking at your first letter, 
hum? 
You saw the s there and you remembered with an s on it would be Indians and 
not just Indian. That was good reading work.. 
Mrs. Mullens asked students to use their knowledge about oral language 
to help them when they read. She asked them to listen to themselves and each 
other as they read and think about whether it is sounding like language and how 
we would talk. 
We need to go back. Listen to that ... Does that sound right? 
What would sound better instead of is? 
When students didn't know a word Mrs. Mullens wanted them to use 
strategies to move on. She encouraged them to make their mouth ready for the 
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first sound, to guess, look at the picture, reread and try again, use the picture, 
take a guess, skip it or ask a friend for help. 
Look at the word, you can probably figure it out. 
What could you do, Nate? 
Are you telling Nick the words now? If Nick is stuck, what should you do to 
help? ... Well after Nick tries to figure it out, after he tries all the different ways 
that we talked about. .when he comes to a word that he doesn't know he had to 
try different things. 1... but then if nothing works Micky can tell him the word. 
But Micky has to give him a chance. 
Katie: What is he doing? 
Teacher: Well, you look. You figure that out. Now take a good look at it. 
Here is evidence that Mrs. Mullens wanted her students to independently 
problem-solve. 
Mrs. Mullens asked students to think about just what it was they were 
doing to help themselves. She also highlighted successful strategies herself. 
How did you figure out the word was hand? 
If you weren't looking at the picture .. . what else would help you to know it is 
crow? 
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How did you figure this word here? 
Wait, by looking at the picture, John knew it was a boxer dog. 
These examples illustrate Mrs. Mullens' belief that making students aware 
of the strategies they are successfully using will reinforce students' use of the 
strategy. 
Partner reading provided children with an opportunity to work 
cooperatively with each other. The students might help each other with difficult 
reading by suggesting strategies to help solve the puzzle, or by supplying the 
tricky word so the reading can continue. The partner reading and independent 
reading also provided children with an opportunity to make their own choices 
about material they wanted to read and to practice self-monitoring on real 
reading. 
Shared Reading 
Mrs. Mullens provided time almost every day for children to read 
together from a big book or chart. When the material was unfamiliar to the 
children, Mrs. Mullens would read it through alone, pointing to each word as she 
read. Then children were invited to read along a second time with her. The 
materials she used for these lessons were often rhythmic and full of repetitive 
lines. The children quickly picked up the pattern and read along. Mrs. Mullens 
would read the book or chart with the children over and over for several days. 
She would also invite children to use the materials during an independent work 
time. 
93 
Shared reading offered children an opportunity to learn book language, 
new vocabulary and to grow familiar with the conventions of written language. 
It gave children access to interesting lively literature that might be beyond 
children's current reading capabilities. It provided an opportunity for the 
teacher to demonstrate appropriate reading strategies and to model good reading 
behaviors. It also provided a risk-free experience for children to read orally 
without failing. Fluency was fostered with the regular rereadings. 
Story time 
Mrs. Mullens read to the children several times a day. She often read 
books by one particular author that they were talking about. When reading a 
new book Mrs. Mullens took a lot of time to look at the cover and talk about the 
author and illustrator. As she read she stopped often to talk about different 
things. Here she commented on an interesting word: 
I like that word wobbling. What do you think it means ? 
Sometimes she asked children to make predictions: 
What do you think is happening in the next story? 
And other times she talked about good reading strategies: 
Wait! by looking at the picture Jeremy knew it was a boxer dog! 
Story time gave the teacher an opportunity to provide a literacy set for 
children who came to school with few storybook reading experiences. It 
familiarized children with the language and conventions of books. Mrs. Mullens 
was able to model and demonstrate what good readers think and do as they 
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read. She was able to share her own enthusiasm for books and particular authors 
and pass on a message that books are important and worthwhile. 
Guided Reading 
Guided Reading was a new component to the reading curriculum. For the 
first time multiple copies of books were available other than the basal readers. 
Children were grouped together, but the groups were changed often with each 
book. Mrs. Mullens gathered the children together on the floor - as many as she 
had copies of a particular book. They looked at the pictures together and then 
attempted reading the book either silently or out loud one by one. Mrs. Mullens 
used this time to talk about particular reading strategies that were useful when 
words were difficult. Children took their books off to practice and had them in 
their book boxes for a while. Mrs. Mullens complained several times that there 
weren't enough books in the school book closet and began using her book points 
earned from various book publishers to buy her own multiple copies. 
Here, Mrs. Mullens worked with six children, including Sean and Kathy. 
They are gathered together on the floor in front of the rocking chair where Mrs. 
Mullens sat. Each child had a copy of the book, I Spy, a patterned book with 
riddles about letters. The children took turns volunteering to read. 
Teacher: Who wants to try this page? Go ahead Sean. 
Sean: I spy with my little eye something starts with T. 
Mrs. Mullens points to the word beginning in Sean's book. 
Teacher: Could this be start? Do you see a chuck you know? (The word is 
beginning, not start. Mrs. Mullens was asking Sean to identify a small 
part in the word he might have known.) 
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Sean studies the word silently. 
Teacher. Be—Be—ginning. See there's the word be you know. 
Kathy struggles with the word sitting. She covers up the word herself and 
says, "ing\ " But then doesn't recognize the beginning part of the word 
necessary to put it together. 
Teacher: What are you doing here ? What are we all doing? 
Kathy: Reading? 
Teacher: No, sitting. The word is sitting. 
Meanwhile Sean and Courtney look at Sean's book together reading 
independently while Kathy reads the rest of the page to Mrs. Mullens. 
The book was very difficult. All the children struggled reading through 
the text in a word-by-word manner. Because they were struggling, Mrs. 
Mullens's prompts are mostly at the visual level. While the books was patterned, 
a lot of the vocabulary was new or unfamiliar. Mrs. Mullens was mostly 
prompting children to use visual information. This was the only way to 
problem solve some of the words because the text was so difficult, and the 
vocabulary not common to the children. Mrs. Mullens was probably attempting 
to build meaning when she tried to induce the word sitting. This approach does 
not teach the child to do something they could use independently another day, it 
was only something someone who knows the word could do. When Mrs. 
Mullens wants Sean to use a word he knows, be, to get at a new word, beginning, 
she is showing him something he could use independently another day. She 
could have further demonstrated this for him in a more concrete way by 
covering up all but the be in beginning with her finger or a strip of paper so he 
could clearly see the small part in the word he knew. Following the reading of 
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the book, the group also could have looked together at other words that start that 
way, such as begin, between, behind. In this situation, I found the book to be too 
difficult for all the children, because they were unable to orchestrate cues. The 
book would have been better suited to shared reading, where they could have 
given each other support and built some fluency especially if other more 
proficient readers were reading along with these children. Mrs. Mullens agreed 
with me because later she said: 
That book, I Spy is harder than I thought it would be. It had a good pattern but 
there were a lot of words they had trouble reading. 
Themed Projects 
Mrs. Mullens organized most of her curriculum by themes such as the 
solar system, dinosaurs. Native American Indians, the ocean, trees, black history, 
diversity, animals in winter, holidays, etc. When Mrs. Mullens gave up the basal 
readers and the workbooks, she decided to replace the independent seat work 
with packets. She designed the packets to go with the units and often there was 
special art work and informational reading involved. For example the Native 
American packet consisted of a cover made from brown paper bag and 
illustrated with crayons by the students. Each page gave information in simple 
language about the Native Americans. The children illustrated the booklet and 
then practiced reading it with each other and the teacher. Mrs. Mullens said: 
The parents really like the special projects better than the worksheets. It's 
something special they can keep. 
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Towards the end of the year the projects got more complex with children 
working in partners and researching sea creatures and writing their own reports 
to illustrate, title and share with the class. The themed projects provided an 
opportunity for children to learn about the content areas at the same time as they 
developed reading and writing skills. The children selected one of their 
favorite/best reading projects to go into their portfolio which would follow them 
to second grade. 
Writing Workshop 
The school district has had a process writing curriculum for a number of 
years. Mrs. Mullens followed the recommended format by beginning the 
workshop with a brief mini lesson, allowing time for children to write in their 
journals, draft writing books or writing folders independently while she 
conferenced with individuals. Then she brought them together for a sharing 
circle. Children published several hard bound books through the school 
publishing program. The published books were then placed in the classroom 
library. 
Mrs. Mullens wrote and shared her writing with the class. At one point 
she held a series of mini lessons where she just told a stoiy about when she was a 
little girl that she called a memory story. Then on subsequent days she called on 
volunteers to share their own memory stories. This was followed by Mrs. 
Mullens puzzling over a writing topic. The children said "Write down that story 
you told us." After this when children shared real life stories during different 
parts of the day, it was often followed by a child or Mrs. Mullens saying, "That 
would make a great story to write down." 
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After attending a workshop with a New Zealand teacher trainer who 
shared some tips on how their writing program works, Mrs. Mullens introduced 
the draft writing book to the children. This is simply a booklet stapled together 
with large lined story paper with room for a picture at the top. Children were 
encouraged to draft ideas, brainstorm, write stories, or poems. Mrs. Mullens 
liked the idea because she found her first graders struggled with organizing all 
the bits of paper in their writing folder. Several times during the year children 
selected a writing piece to place in their portfolio to send on to second grade. 
Mrs. Mullens encouraged children to use their own invented spellings. 
When teaching them how to use invented spelling, she encouraged them to 
stretch out the word and listen to the sounds they were saying. 
Put down the sounds the way you hear, the way the sounds come out of your 
mouth. 
Say it out loud. 
She also let them know that they were in charge of their own writing. 
The way they come out of your mouth is the way you put them down. You're 
making up the story. You're the author. 
Here Mrs. Mullens encouraged children to take notes on things they might 
like to share with others: 
What did we learn there about jellyfish? What can we write down in our notes 
about the jellyfish we can tell other people. 
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Mrs. Mullens encouraged children to write about anything they wanted. 
Together they brainstormed ideas and any and all topics were accepted. This 
showed that Mrs. Mullens believed that her students' stories were stronger when 
they wrote meaningful stories about things which interested them. 
Writing workshop provided continuous reading opportunities. It 
supported children's understandings about the visual cueing systems ( e.g. 
grapho-phonic relationships, punctuation, and other conventions). Because 
students were using their own language structure and meaning, prediction was 
high, increasing students' attention to checking and confirming when they reread 
what they have written. Students were provided with an opportunity to use 
background knowledge and experience to compose meaningful text. 
Section Summary 
Examination of the classroom structure and the literacy events reveals that 
the organization of the classroom was instrumental in providing abundant 
opportunities for students to learn strategies for helping themselves to read or 
write better, as well as to help one another to be successful. Students were 
encouraged to work with one another and to help each other complete tasks. 
Most of the activities were designed so that students had choices. They selected 
books for their book boxes that they wanted to read, they decided what portion 
of the morning message they wanted to complete, they selected their own topics 
for their writing and they decided where and, often, with whom they wanted to 
work. Of particular importance were the regular, ongoing opportunities for 
students to practice their reading. Students often read eight or more books from 
their book boxes to a partner or themselves, and sometimes the teacher, another 
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book during a guided reading lesson, and one or more books during shared 
reading. Then they listened to their partners read eight or more books, and 
listened to the teacher read three or more books. Over the course of any given 
day, the four intervention students read twelve to fifteen books (in addition to 
the four to five books read during their Reading Jump lesson) and heard another 
twelve to fifteen books read to them. At no time did I observe the students 
working on phonics worksheets or drill work on sub skills. Seat work was all 
centered on creating booklets in connection with themes which were then used as 
reading material by the children. 
Intervention Students' Particpation in the Classroom 
The progress that the students' made in the intervention is by its very 
nature artifical. The critical measure of a student's progress must be in the 
setting where they are expected to use their new skills. There isn't true progress 
unless the student can return to the classroom and participate in classroom 
literacy in a more effective way. How did the intervention children respond to 
literacy opportunities in the classroom? Did their responses change over time 
and what factors in the classroom affected change, if any? To answer these 
questions I examined the progress of each of the children in the classroom. 
Sean 
In the fall, Sean was often lost in the classroom. As other children quickly 
learned the routines Sean seemed unsure of what he should be doing and how he 
should go about it. 
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Field notes - October 3 
In a period of twenty minutes Sean drifted from the library comer where 
he flipped through several books over to a work table where he watched 
several children illustrating project to standing near the teacher who was 
working individually with a student. Earlier the teacher has directed 
children to check their cubbies for unfinished projects and to complete 
them if they do. Sean has two unfinished projects in his cubby, but he 
never attempted work on any of them during this time. 
Mrs. Mullens reflected on Sean's participation in class: 
He always seems to be apprehensive about whatever the tasks might be and he 
doesn't seem to be able to .. .he doesn't really know about how to go about getting 
started. And I think a lot of it is just his lack of skills and lack of exposure to the 
kind of tasks that are being asked of him. These are simple tasks like in the 
writing workshop writing stories or reading and logging a book and I have 
modeled how to do that. Even if we are making something for a holiday or doing a 
special project he just has difficulty with every part of it. Cutting gluing, 
coloring any part of the task. It is a real chore for him. 
Observing Sean, I noticed he often followed Mrs. Mullens around as she 
circulated, looking unsure of what he should be doing. He was happiest when 
an adult sat down next to him and guided him step-by-step through his work. 
Writing was a chore for Sean. Mrs. Mullens thought it was a lack of knowledge 
or special interest in a subject. 
Other kids come with some sort of interest, like snakes but Sean doesn't seem to 
have any. He's always looking for some sort of attention. He's always whining. 
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Sean's first entry in his journal was on 9/17. It read: 
SEtVISE L EL DDM W17 1192 
StptVIEFI 
There was no picture. The printing was large and awkward. The 17 1192 
appeared to be an attempt to copy the date from the easel. Here was an early 
sign of Sean's ability to look for strategies to complete classroom tasks. 
In October Sean wrote in his draft writing book "I went to my grandmas' 
today." 
my 
I WNT to A GMZ todAY. TOet9sO 
During Sean's tutoring session we had worked on bringing the words to, 
my and I to fluency. Here was evidence that he is able to use that new 
knowldege in the classroom. Mrs. Mullens had showed the children how to use 
carets in their writing to put in missing information. After a conference with 
Mrs. Mullens, Sean realized he was missing a word and he inserted it with Mrs. 
Mullens' help. Sean, along with many of his classmates had discovered the word 
today was often in the morning message on the easel and he made use of it by 
copying it when he needed to. He was also hearing dominant consonant sounds 
in words and was able to record them (such as the w, n, and t in went). 
Mrs. Mullens began to notice an increased interest in books and reading in 
late October. She stopped by excited one afternoon to tell me about something 
Sean had done: 
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He was waiting in the classroom for his bus to be called- Sean was one of the only 
ones left and he pointed to an easy repetitive book I had read to the class earlier in 
the day and said "You know how you read to us ? " and I said," yes." and he said, 
"Well I'm starting to get the hang of it." 
Field notes October 29 
Sean sees me enter the room. He leaves the table where he was working 
on some writing and runs to his book box. He brings it over and pulls out 
a Rigby Literacy 2000 book, I Can Fly. He says to met " I can read this!" 
In November Sean writes : 
I HaV a Rasing car one is a black, one is red ("I have a racing car. One 
is a black (one). One is red.) 
Earlier on the same day Sean had selected this very same thing as his 
message to write during his Reading Jump lesson. So here was something he has 
written already once earlier with guidance before attempting it independently. 
He's able to write a number of words with standard spelling. 
In December Sean makes his first attempt at a fictional piece. Many of the 
children had begun to attempt science fiction, or action type of writing at this 
time. 
a lo t ago a rma sH ahar wa (A long time ago a man shot an alien.) 
For the first time Sean is attempting a theme that has not been covered in 
his Reading Jump lessons (which were all personal narrative). While he is not 
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using spacing, (something he was doing during his lesson) and there was less 
standard spelling, it is a big step for Sean. 
During partner reading Sean receives help in the form of clues from his 
partner: 
Sean: The ... (long pause) 
Jim: Do you know where you go to feed the animals? Where they all- 
Sean: The Farm Concert. Moo moo went the cow. Woof woof went the 
dog. 
(The Farm Concert) 
Sean: It is the bus for the fish 
Jim: No. You know where you go to see all those fish? 
Sean: aa... aa 
Jim: aquarium 
(The Bus Ride) 
And during writing time some help from the same friend in spelling: 
Sean and Jim lay side by side on the rug. Sean is writing in his journal. 
Sean: How do you spell Jim? 
Jim shoves over his red writing folder which has Jim written in big letters. 
Sean copies it into his journal. 
While Sean continued to receive help from his peers there were also many 
opportunities for collaboration or just enjoyment together with books. In the 
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next example Sean and his reading partner Jim enjoyed the story. The Farm 
Concert together. 
Sean: Quack quack went the 
Jim: croak croak 
Sean: croak croak went the frog. Nunt nunt went the pig. Baa baa went the 
sheep. Keep quiet said the farmer. 
Together: I can't sleep. 
Sean: Moo moo roar roar 
Jim: said the dog 
Sean: quack quack 
Jim: moo moo went the cow 
Together : roar roar went the dog 
Sean: quack quack went the duck croak croak went the 
Jim: frog. 
Sean: frog. Noort 
Jim: oink oink went the pig 
Together: baa baa went the sheep 
Jim: good 
Sean: good said the farmer. I can 
Together: sleep! 
Sean and Jim laughed and chuckled as they read this. Jim chimes in 
sometimes almost as if he can't hold himself back and at other times to shift Sean 
to a more accurate voice print match. 
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In late February Sean returned to school after being out for several weeks 
and hospitalized for an extreme headache. He told Mrs. Mullens a long story 
about this experience and she told him that he should write it down because this 
was a very interesting story that everyone would enjoy reading about. He took 
her suggestion and for the first time worked on a piece over a period of several 
days instead of beginning a new topic daily. 
I ws sc. Iws hda a Bg a hedk. My mom danb my dthe 
Andrew anb my mom drv me wt ot the HPd Wt we got theha f Nnit 
my DadD wt in we wr abhowe ds the tt ftingh pt sping feing. I Heva 
Herspovr. In the mning Hee gf me smnoihd SM b BG BFI. in the 
mning we ist. 
(I was sick, I was having a big headache. My mom and my brother 
Andrew and my mom drove me went to the hospital. When we got there 
it was night time . My dad went in (where) we were. The nurse put a 
white thing (over my mouth). I had to sleep over. In the morning he (the 
nurse) gave me some medicine. Then (he) gave me some breakfast. In 
the morning we (drove home). 
Mrs. Mullens was very excited with Sean's efforts and quickly arranged 
for his story to be published and made into a little hard cover book. Around the 
same time Mrs. Mullens began to comment on the change in Sean's behavior and 
effort in the classroom. 
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From Interview with Teacher on March 30: 
Teacher: Now he's very enthusiastic about everything. He's fully involved. He 
initiates conversation or working with a partner which they're allowed to do and I 
just see him as fitting in very nicely with everything we're doing. He's not 
always working at the same ability level as some of the other children but he 
certainly has the same energy level and he certainly seems motivated and I didn't 
see him as being motivated at all at the beginning of the year. 
Researcher: 1 remember you saying he was whiny 
Teacher: umhum. I don't see very much of that at all. So there's been a real 
change in many facets of his personality and work ethic. He just gets right to it 
whatever were doing he seems to understand that there are certain steps to 
whatever we 're doing. Sean's not shy about raising his hand. 
Researcher: Is he more successful in large group situations? 
Teacher: He's more successful because he knows more words now and he knows 
more skills. He's able to pick out a particular vowel sound or whatever. He'll 
raise his hand when he's definitely sure about something. 
Researcher: What else is he feeling sure of? 
Teacher: Well, putting in perhaps a period at the end of a sentence . He still does 
make errors, but if 1 ask does anyone see a word that begins with th, he'll be able 
to do beginning sounds and be able to find an ing if I ask and he has difficulty if 
I'm asking for vowel sounds because I think those still confuse him, so basically 
beginning sounds and ending sounds and some ending sounds and he still has 
some difficulty with beginning blends two letter or three letter blends he would 
have difficulty with that. 
In late March Sean read with his partner Jim. He was closely following 
along with Jim's reading and was proud when he "helps" Jim with his reading: 
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Jim: What goes to ... what goes to what goes together. Socks and sneakers, keys 
and locks, water and pipes ... pipes ... paper and ... 
Sean: pens 
Jim: pens 
Sean: I'm helping you. 
Jim: All the friends go together like best friends. 
He also is alert during large group times. During a morning message he 
was eager to participate: 
Teacher: I saw lots of hands up before. Does anyone see something, maybe a word 
or a sound. Did you want to show us something Sean? 
Sean: If you turn that around it would spell is 
Teacher: You're right. Look at that s-i and if you turn it around it would spell is. 
Good noticing Sean. 
During partner reading and independent reading Sean started to attempt 
more difficult material. He prefered to read books he had heard someone else 
read before, but eagerly showed off his reading of early readers. He was also 
interested in reading what other children have written and I observed him on 
several occasions picking up his friends' writing and reading it. 
By the end of the year Sean still did have difficulty with reading and 
writing tasks but was able to get help easily from other students or the teacher. 
He raised his hand to participate at every opportunity. From my field notes in 
June I observed Sean working confidently with his partners and with the large 
group: 
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The children are reading books from Mrs. Mullens's space/solar system 
collection. She asks children to select a book with their partners and read 
to find out something new about the solar system. Sean and Jim select a 
book and sit together on a large chair. Sean struggles to read and Jim 
takes Sean's finger and helps him point to each word. At the end of the 
reading period Mrs. Mullens calls the children to the meeting area and 
asks them to share something they learned. Sean raises his hand and says, 
"When the stars are real old they blow up." 
In the following excerpt Sean worked with a partner, Gerry on their fish 
report. Mrs. Mullens asked them to start reading their books and take notes on 
any information they find about their fish. She told them this was not a time to 
illustrate, that will come later. Sean seemed clear about what it is he was 
supposed to do and determined to follow through even though Gerry suggested 
they draw first. 
They sit side by side looking at separate books. Sean finds a page in his 
book about their fish. 
Sean: Oh yeah, we've got a great page. 
Gerry looks at the picture and says: I'll start drawing. 
Steve: No, you can't. Not yet. 
Gerry: Don't worry Sean. 
Sean: I'm writing first. 
Gerry: OK. 
Gerry begins to read his book out loud to Sean. 
Sean: spell species 
Gerry: Sound it out. 
Sean: No let me see it. 
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Gerry spells species and Sean writes spots 
Sean: Spell it again. 
Gerry glances at Sean's writing. 
Gerry: You've done it right so far. O S! 
Gerry looks back at his book. 
Gerry: hammerhead sharks! 
Sean: where? 
Gerry points to the word and Sean copies it. 
Gerry: We haven't gotten anything done. 
Sean: Yeah? We have two rows then we can turn it over. 
Gerry looks at Sean's paper. The words are large and fill two lines. 
Gerry: That's as good as you can write? 
While Gerry commented negatively on Sean's printing Sean shruged and 
seemed indifferent to the comment. Sean had managed to do exactly what had 
been asked of him by the teacher: read and discover something about his topic 
(sharks) and take notes on it. He was pleased that he had a full page and was 
ready to turn the paper over. 
Earlier that month when Sean was reading with his reading partner Nate, 
Nate also makes a comment about Sean's work: 
Sean is reading What Am I and gets stuck on the word ears. 
Nate: You should know all these. 
Sean: I don't read this book a lot. 
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It is in moments like these that you can see it must be difficult for children 
who are less competent readers and writers. They must have difficulty feeling 
good about themselves even though the teacher had worked hard to set up a 
risk-free environment and reinforced all attempts. Sean didn't seem to take these 
moments to heart, he still continued to read and write and raise his hand. 
Sean began first grade significantly behind his peers. He was facing a new 
school, with new friends. He started out cautiously. He was unsure of what was 
expected of him, and worried about failing. He followed the teacher around and 
attempted to get individual assistance whenever he could. He quickly began to 
use print around the room to help with his writing and also drew upon the 
writing topics from his Reading Jump lesson. Interacting with Sean took 
patience because he had so much trouble taking on new knowledge. Reading 
and writing was a struggle for him. In one piece of data Mrs. Mullens spent over 
fifteen minutes helping Sean write, "I went to my grandmas and I had pizza." 
Initially he wanted to just write pizza. Without the one-on-one support Sean felt 
unable to proceed and Mrs. Mullens found him "whiny". 
Gradually Sean became more confident and discovered other ways to 
complete tasks without relying completely on the teacher. He seemed more sure 
about what is expected of him and he was even willing to challenge more 
academically competent children in this regard. He was an eager reader and 
persevered even when the reading was difficult. By June he was reading and 
writing at a skill level of approximately six months behind his peers. The goal of 
the Reading Jump program is to accelerate the student to the average level of the 
class, and this wasn't achieved. However, Sean was, as Mrs. Mullens' said, "a 
full member of the class." He considered himself a reader and a writer. 
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Of significance for Sean's literacy development were the regular 
opportunities to practice books with support from a partner. Because Sean had a 
difficult time remembering and because of his poor language skills, the rich 
opportunity for hearing stories and reading stories fluently supported his 
development as a reader and writer. In this classroom Sean had numerous 
opportunities to read and write each day. As he read to the teacher, his partner, 
or himself he practiced skills he was learning in the intervention. He used the 
pattern of the language, the pictures and overall meaning from the story to 
actively problem solve. His regular reading partner, Jim, often supported Sean to 
make meaning from the text and bridged meaning for Sean with small clues 
when it became difficult for Sean. 
The regular on-going writing program in the classroom gave Sean support 
to practice and expand his knowledge about letters and sounds and how words 
work. Initially Sean found it very difficult to get his ideas down on paper. He 
needed a great deal of support which he received from the teacher and his peers. 
Gradually as he was able to hear and identify more sounds in words he was able 
to record his ideas more independently. His stories expanded and topics were 
maintained over several days. 
Nate 
In the fall Mrs. Mullens found Nate to be awkward physically and unsure 
of himself. 
When he first entered school here he was physically awkward. And everything I 
said he would come to me he would say "you mean" and even his voice was slow 
and sort of not sure of himself 
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I observed that Nate relied heavily on his friend Jake who came into first 
grade reading. When asked who he knew that was a good reader he quickly 
answered, "Oh, Jake. He's a really good reader." When I observed Nate at work 
in the classroom, he could almost always be found next to Jake. Jake would spell 
most anything Nate wanted to write and was unsure about, and Nate relied on 
this support heavily during writing workshop. Jake also directed Nate through 
the unfinished work he needed to complete during choice time. 
Even when Nate became quite proficient, I observed him continuing to 
rely on Jake. During a guided reading lesson of the book One Cold Wet Night 
Nate attempted to listen in on his friend's reading of the book before reading it 
himself. 
The writing in his journal was also often about Jake. In October he wrote: 
I go to Jake's house to git to school. 
In November he wrote: 
Jake corns OVer MY house n hat day and Plas with me. 
and later the same week: 
I com over Jake's heose on half dbays. 
Mrs. Mullens observed the swift progress Nate was making in the 
classroom. One day in October she stopped by to tell me about something Nate 
had done that day. Nate was interested in reading a book to Mrs. Mullens that 
he had read with me during a guided reading lesson in the classroom. At first he 
struggled to read the pattern which goes Legs for... Mrs. Mullens was pleased at 
how little support she needs to give him to help him to get back on track. 
114 
He said "Oh Mrs. Mullens, " He said, " Oh can I read this to you? 1 want to 
read this to you." 
1 said, "OK" 
I sat down and he pointed to Legs on the cover and he opened it up and he didn't 
know what to do. 
He pointed to Legs on the cover and said, "Legs" he opened the book and pointed 
to Legs and he screwed up his face, then he went to the next word for and he 
couldn't do anything with it and then I waited and then he said . . . I forget what 
he said but it was wrong so I said could it be whatever --and he said, "No." 
So I said, "Let's go back and look at the cover. You know you read that word to 
me. What does it say?" 
And he said, "Legs!" 
And I opened it up and I said, "Well look at that." 
He said Oh, Legs for ..." and he went right on with it. So it was as simple as 
that, just going back to the cover for him. 
Mrs. Mullens observed Nate attempting to problem-solve and by using 
strategies. She also saw him growing in confidence. 
He's changed so much since he first entered school He's really asserting himself 
when he knows something or showing me that he knows something and applying 
it to new challenges. 
He was over here and he said, "Oh look, this is a book that 1 know how to read 
that I've learned how to read." 
He's the one who's making the most progress of the three. 
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In late November Nate started to take a more active role during partner 
reading and monitored his partner's reading as well as his own: 
Nate: There's no ch, there's no ch 
Micky: on a dozling dog 
Together: on a dreaming child on a snoring granny 
Micky: on a ceavy bed in a 
Nate: ceavy bed? 
Micky: That's how it sounds! In a nappy house where everyone is sleeping. 
And on that cat... there's the flea! 
(Actual text of The Napping House:... on a dozing dog on a dreaming 
child on a snoring granny on a cozy bed in a napping house where 
everyone is sleeping.) 
In both examples Nate was paying attention, first, in the first example to 
visual cues and in the second to meaning cues and challenging his partner's 
reading. 
Nate's partner, Micky, whom he worked with all fall, was not as 
supportive as Sean's partner, Jim. He often simply supplied the tricky word 
rather than take the time to help Nate to figure it out. In the next example 
Micky, a fluent reader supplied a word every time Nate paused. During this 
session Nate had little opportunity to problem-solve. 
Nate: Look at this! Look! Its going to tell on that one. 
Micky: A 
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Nate: A 
Micky: giant 
Nate: giant 
Micky: weta 
Nate: we. .wet 
f 
Micky: weta 
Nate: jumped into the bed. The farmer came back. 
Micky: Get 
Nate: out of my bed he s 
Micky: said. 
Nate: he yelled... yelled 
Micky: the 
Nate: the horse got out 
Micky: ran! ran out. 
Nate: ran out. Skiddeleedoo. The cow ran out skiddledeedoo. The 
Micky: sheep 
Nate: sheep ran out skiddledeedoo. The dog ran out 
Micky: skiddle 
Nate: skiddldeedoo. The 
Micky: But 
Nate: But the 
Micky: giant weta 
Nate: stayed into 
Micky: in 
Nate: in 
Together: the bed. And the farmer 
Nate: said I'll sleep in the ... I'll sleep on the bed tonight 
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Micky: couch! couch 
Nate: couch tonight. 
(One Cold Wet Night) 
Nate was working hard to make meaning from the text while Micky was 
clearly concerned with exact print/sound match. Micky was eager to help Nate 
and was clearly involved in the reading of the story. He helped Nate and then 
backed out quickly when Nate takes over. There was no way to know whether 
Nate would have done any self-correcting because Micky jumped in so quickly. 
The following passage comes from a partner reading session in early 
December when Nate worked together with Katie (also an intervention student) 
on a new book. At first glance the reading seemed laborious and it appeared that 
little meaning was gained from the text. Closer examination revealed a great 
deal of strategic work going on by both of children. The work that they did 
together on the reading of the book revealed what they understand about the 
reading process. 
Reading Strategies or Cues used 
Nate: Please let it Snow. All right, 
Please let it Snow 
Together: I 
Katie: had (same time)Nate: have visual/ 
Nate: have 
Katie: have cross checking more visual 
Nate: a snow suit 
Katie: s s s visual 
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Nate: suit? 
Katie: no soooiiiit 
Nate: suuu suit? 
Katie: right a suit 
Nate: Yeah? what's that? I have a new 
Katie: suitl 
Nate: no, snow suit 
Katie: right 
Nate: see my snow my new 
Together: snow suit 
Katie: right! 
Together: 7 have a new hat 
Katie: no snow 
Together: snow hat. I have .. 
Katie: new 
Nate: I have 
Together: new snow boots. 
cross checking with visual 
visual 
confirming 
cross checking/ visual 
confirming 
confirming 
meaning 
cross checking/ visual 
searching 
This was a good opportunity for Katie to problem-solve. She was often 
anxious to be told the answer either by the teacher or from peers. Here in order 
to help Nate she was forced to do more searching of the text. Nate also had a lot 
of opportunity to problem solve. The two children cross checked cues. Katie 
often relied here on meaning cues with Nate cross checking her predictions with 
visual cues. The text is challenging and each on their own might have given up. 
Instead both children persevered and managed to figure out much of the text. 
The amount of cross checking and monitoring going on by Nate at this time 
indicated a good integration of strategies and that he was developing a self 
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extending system necessary for him to continue making good progress without 
the support of the one-to-one intervention. Both students still had a low enough 
phonological awareness that when the picture didn't supply enough information 
in combination with the beginning letter and sentence structure, the reading 
became very difficult. Listening to each other seemed to help them piece enough 
sounds together to continue. 
After Nate was discontinued from the Reading Jump program he 
continued to make steady progress. 
In February Nate's book box was filled with many challenging books such 
as the Step into Reading level 1 books and Hello Reading books. At times of 
difficulty Nate pluged away and only asked for assistance when he had tried 
multiple strategies without success. 
By March Nate had started to add details to his writing and was using a 
lot of standard spelling but was still writing about Jake. He was still occasionally 
reversing his letters: 
I'm going to Jake's hosue of Sunday. We will play Gl. JOe. Then we 
witll ride dikes if it is sunny 
Jake ha a cat. His name is Bo. Jake is 6 years old. He has brown 
hair. 
is 
His favorite color A blue. 
In April Nate published a book from a story he wrote about Jake: 
I went to JaKe'S house on Sunday. We Went rideing and somebody 
named Bret hit me with snowball. We rode bak to JoN's house to 
get some more snowballs an thenwe wnet bak but they went bak 
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chasing us. Bat we thoow snowballs and wenwe got back my 
mom's car was in Jake's drvewa. 
In a spring interview Mrs. Mullens told me that she saw him as still 
cautious about his work, but willing to plug away at it. 
Nate takes a lot of time to do a task but he always does a good job. His mother 
asked if he could start bringing home more books for homework. Rather than 
three could he bring home four or could he bring home longer books. And then he 
came in and told me he had read Mouse Soup and he's so enthusiastic. Of all the 
kids he's the one you can see really doing the reading work. He does come up and 
ask me a word, he's not above doing that but its really after he tried and tried. 1 
really hear him using the strategies or he comes up to me and says it looks like - 
and he'll tell me and then he'll say "but it doesn't make sense" he's already given 
it a try. 
Jake continued to support Nate as well as other members of the class. In 
June I observed Nate and Greg working on a math packet of word problems 
together. 
Jake hovers behind the two boys watching them work. 
Jake: Whoops. Lets check something. Greg did you add or subtract something? 
Teacher: Jake, you need to pick out your homework books now. 
Jake: Greg, I can't help you anymore. I have to go with Mrs. M. to look for 
books. Nate, you help him now. 
Nate nods and looks at his own paper and then begins to count on his 
fingers. 
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It appeared Jake saw Nate as someone he could trust to help out in his 
place now although Nate didn't take his helping role as seriously as Jake did and 
ignored Greg while he worked on his own math problems. 
Nate's parents continued to also be pleased with Nate's progress. At their 
April parent conference Nate's mother told Mrs. Mullens that she had called her 
mother who was on a school committee in a nearby town to tell her she must get 
this new program for their school. She told Mrs. Mullens about her older 
daughter who had had many problems learning to read and said she wished this 
program had been available then. 
While Nate started in September awkward and unsure of himself and 
behind his peers in literacy skills, he made swift progress. He was an eager 
learner who wanted to solve problems himself. With the help of his friend Jake, 
he was able to complete classroom work successfully and without heavy 
dependence on the teacher. Nate continued through the year to check with Jake, 
even as he became very competent. Both Nate's mother and the classroom 
teacher were very pleased with the progress Nate made. In April, during the 
standardized testing of all Chapter I children, Nate scored right at grade level. 
By June he was able to independently handle reading material for beginning 
second grade children. He participated actively in all classroom activities. He 
was interested in books and sought out books that were challenging to him. He 
continued to grow as a strategic reader; and his knowledge about how words 
work, his belief that reading should make sense and his strong oral language 
skills supported his continued growth as an independent reader. 
The rich and varied opportunities for reading and writing in this 
classroom greatly supported Nate's literacy development. He was a determined 
and hard worker. He didn't need reminders from the teacher or peers to 
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problem solve, but actively used multiple strategies he was learning in the 
intervention. In Nate's case peer support was not always useful. His reading 
partner was impatient with problem-solving and would often supply tricky 
words to Nate before he had a chance to make an attempt. In addition, Nate 
often relied on his friend Jake for help. Because Jake was such a competent 
reader and writer, the collaboration often worked to be too supportive for Nate, 
not leaving enough work for him to do himself. By spring this shifted somewhat, 
with Nate taking a more active role in collaborative work. 
The opportunities to be independent played a significant role in Nate's 
literacy development as well. He enjoyed choosing his own topics to write on, 
and often had a lot to say. He loved picking out new books from the classroom 
library and was skilled at making good choices. 
Katie 
Mrs. Mullens described Katie's behavior in the classroom to be "like a 
buzzing bee." Indeed, Katie would flit around during independent work time to 
talk to different friends, get materials, put away materials, find books, check out 
what other people were doing and rarely could be seen working for any 
extended period of time. During independent reading time she would choose a 
book, flip through it, get up return it to a box, look for another one until the 
period was over. In group meetings she would wiggle around and play with a 
neighbor's hair or fiddle with her shoe laces. 
On September 16 she used information she found on the morning 
message easel to write her first journal entry: 
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19921916 Sept 
mrs. Mullens 
CAtE 
Mrs. Mullens worked with Katie during her Reading Jump lessons 
throughout the fall to increase her knowledge of letters and sounds and to build 
on her writing vocabulary. She began to say words slowly and listen and record 
most dominant consonants and easy vowels sounds very independently. In 
December Katie's interest in writing and her knowledge about words and letters 
started to become evident in her classroom writing. She wrote: 
Iwr my Bts 
I ice Skate. I BLD a Fsy in the SNowMAn avre yer we goto the Hspl 
and we giv the kds sm toys. 
During reading time, Katie loved to read books she had heard the teacher 
read. She often selected books that were too difficult for her, but then she would 
look for help from her reading partner. In December she attempted to read the 
big book. The Very Hungry Caterpillar by Eric Carle. 
Katie: OK. The Hungry Caterpillar by 
Ellie: the very 
Katie: The Very Hungry Caterpillar by Eric Carle. 
Ellie: OK. I'll 
Katie: What is it? Hungry caterpillar? The Very Hungry Caterpillar by Eric 
Carle 
Ellie: For my sister Kris ... Krista 
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Katie: For my sister Krista. Ok ready - you read this part. 
Ellie: In the light of the moon a little egg lay on a leaf 
Katie: Ok my turn. I start here. What does that say?.. .One day .. popped 
Ellie: morning 
Katie: One morning 
Ellie: One Sunday 
Katie: One Sunday... One Sunday morning. One Sunday morning? One 
Sunday morning ... the ... the ... What does this say? 
Ellie:Wto does the sun do when it comes up? 
Katie: rise ... Why don't you read this part and I'll read popped - all the way to 
popped. 
Ellie: What is the sun doing? 
Katie: coming up weeeee! 
Ellie: Yeah but does it make it cold does it make it warm? Does it make it 
Katie: Ahh! warm! 
Ellie: yeah now read it. 
Katie: One Sunday morning the warm sun came out. 
Ellie: Nope ... that would start with o, that's u... What is the sun doing it was 
way down here? 
Katie:up and pop 
Ellie: ooou-1 
Katie: out came a little 
Ellie: out of the egg 
Katie: came a little hungry caterpillar... came a little hungry. 
Ellie: tiny and very hungry caterpillar 
Katie:What's that say? 
Ellie: My tummy hurts. 
12 5 
Katie: OK you read that and I'll read this 
Ellie: (unclear) 
Katie: He ate through one apple but he was still hungry. You read that side I'll 
read this side. 
Ellie: On Tuesday he he ate through two pears but he was still hungry. On 
Wednesday he ate through three ... three porr on Wednesday he ate through br 
Ellie: brownies 
Katie: brownies but he was still hungry. I'll read all this right here. On Thursay 
he ate through .. .five strawberries but he was still hungry. 
Ellie: that's not five 
Katie: four! four! four. This is five. On Friday he ate through five oranges but he 
was still hungry. Your turn to read this side. After you read this whole thing I'll 
read it. 
Ellie: I'll read this. On Saturday he ate through one piece of chocolate cake, one 
icecream cone, one pickle, one slice of swiss cheese, one 
Katie: salami 
Ellie: slice of salami 
Katie: one lollipop, one cherry pie, one sausage, one cupcake, and one piece of 
watermelon 
Ellie: One lollipop, one piece of cherry pie, one sausage, one cupcake and one slice 
of watermelon. That night he had a stomach ache. 
Katie: No I read this part. I want to read. And one night - where were you? On 
Sunday. No . On Saturday he ate through one piece of chocolate cake and then 
and then .. .and then he ate one ice-cream cone, one pickle ,one slice of Swiss 
cheese, one salami, one lollipop, one piece of cherry pie, one sausage, one cupcake, 
one 
Ellie: and 
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Katie: a piece of salami 
Ellie: no watermelon 
Katie: That night he had a stomach ache. Your turn you read this whole thing 
and I'll read the butterfly. 
Ellie: The next day ... the next day was sunny again. The caterpillar ate through 
one nice green leaf and after that he had .. .felt much better. Now you read this 
and I'll read this. 
Katie: No you read this whole thing and I'll read the butterfly 
Ellie: Now he was not a hungry caterpillar anymore and he was not a little 
caterpillar anymore. He was a big fat caterpillar. He built a small house called a 
cocoon. 
Katie: He stayed therefor more than three weeks 
Ellie: After that he stayed in therefor more than two weeks the he nibbled a hole 
in the cocoon and one two three! 
Katie: He was a beautiful 
Together: butterfly 
Ellie: the end 
Katie attempted several times to get Ellie to tell her words, but Ellie 
worked hard to get Katie to problem-solve. Katie realized several parts of the 
text are too difficult for her to read. She negotiated so that Ellie read these parts 
first. Once Katie had heard the text she was able to successfully read it herself. 
Katie received a lot of support from her partner, Elhe. When she was 
partnered with a student who was not as strong a reader, or as helpful and 
supportive to Katie when the text is tricky, the process broke down. Here, Dana, 
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Katie's partner, was trying to practice the partner reading strategies with Katie, 
but doesn't know how or when to employ them. Katie wanted the kind of help 
Mrs. Mullens would give her that would support her to successfully continue on, 
or she wants Dana just to tell her what the word is. The lengthy sounding out 
process completely broke down the flow of the story and meaning was 
completely lost as Katie neglects to recheck the context by rerunning as she 
worked on the sounds. 
Katie: had 
Dana:Nope. . . does it make sense? Let's sound it out 
Katie: wat 
Dana: w-a nt 
Katie: wat, won't 
Dana: ah ahhh 
Katie: H hashheeehaaa. You got to help me with this. 
Dana: I don't tell you the word. 
Katie: 1 know you can’t tell me the word hut.. 
Dana: sounds it out! 
Katie: I already did. Mrs. Mullens said .. 
Dana: That makes sense. 
Katie: She tells me the meaning of the word and what makes sense, (unclear) 
Katie: on 
Dana: one 
Katie: One day the three little pigs . ..I'll never remember. I can't read 
Dana: I can't tell you the word. 
Katie: You've got to. 
Dana: I can't. 1 can't tell you because I don't know what the word is. 
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Katie wanted help and didn't have the same drive to independently 
problem solve that Nate had. Mrs. Mullens found it difficult to shift tasks to 
Katie. For example during lessons Mrs. Mullens would ask Katie to reread and 
try to think what would make sense, but Katie would not independently do this 
without the prompt. Often when Katie had difficulty, Mrs. Mullens was very 
specific in her help (For example: Look for a chunk, or How does dad feel?). Katie 
might have gained more independence if during lessons Mrs. Mullens had used 
broader prompts like. What could you do? or Try that again and think what 
would make sense?" To be a truly independent reader Katie needed to 
consistently cross check and monitor her reading and independently search 
meaning and visual information when she came to a tricky part. 
Here, Katie attempted to sound the word out, but never reread to search 
how the sound fit in with the meaning. Running records and teaching notes 
from Katie's Reading Jump sessions suggest this was not something Mrs. 
Mullens prompted often. This is not surprising since Pinnel, Lyons, DeFord, 
Bryk and Seltzer (1994) found that teachers who had been provided with limited 
training in Clay's model of thirty minute lesson tended to not foster the same 
independence that teachers trained as Reading Recovery teachers did. It is 
important to operate at a level of teaching children how they could approach a 
similar but different problem on subsequent days. This is what builds a "self¬ 
extending system" (Clay, 1991), that is, a child who learns something new about 
the reading process everytime they read. 
While Katie had a difficult time when the text was challenging, when she 
had a book she was familiar with, she read fluently and needed no help from her 
partner. In the following excerpt Katie and Ellie read to each other with little 
support or interaction. 
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Katie: The Smile. Katie gave the smile to mom. Mom gave the smile to Dad. 
Dad gave the smile to the garage man. The garage man gave the smile to the post 
post woman. The post woman gave the smile to the teacher. The teacher gave the 
smile to the children. And the and ... and th ... 
Ellie: is this the? If its the then it would (unclear) be too close 
Katie: oh I get it. An they kept it all day long ... long and they kept it all day. 
Ellie: Now it's my turn. 
Katie: go ahead 
Ellie: Dear Santa. Dear Santa thank you for football. Dear Santa, thank you for 
the Kite. Dear Santa, thank you for the watch. Dear Santa, thank you for the 
bike. Dear Santa, thank you for the cat... kittens. Dear Children, thank you for 
the cookies. 
In January, Mrs. Mullens stopped the Reading Jump lessons with Katie 
because Mrs. Mullens felt she could no longer leave her classroom on a daily 
basis. Mrs. Mullens continued to work with Katie indiviually in the classroom 
several times a week. 
In the spring Katie settled down and began to spend more time focused on 
her work. During independent reading she would sit down with her box of 
books and read to herself for long periods of time. She liked to read books she 
was successful at and would put away anything too challenging if she was 
working alone. Mrs. Mullens was continued to give Katie a new book several 
time a week. Katie loved this individual time with the teacher. Mrs. Mullens 
was pleased with Katie's enthusiasm. In March she told me: 
Teacher: Katie is very enthusiastic about reading. She races to the (new) book. 
There are very few books I bring to her she is not enthusiastic about. She says oh I 
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love this book and she asks me if she can bring it home and she asks to take home a 
book a night for her mother to read to her. She picked out several Leo Lionii 
books. You know night after night she says my mother loves this book. She's 
very enthusiastic about reading. She wrote an excellent paper with the help of 
Mrs. N. about herself. She decided to write about herself. And she stays on task 
and she's more self motivated then she ever was. 
Her writing continued to improve. She was writing with more detail and 
using standard or close to standard spelling . On April 5 she writes: 
I had a cat wen I was a baby. My cat got into a fight with my mom's 
cat.The cat bit me. The next day my finger blu up. I had to go to 
the docdrs. We had to gif the cat awa 
the next day we went to the pet shop. I got a dog and a bunny. I 
went home. I put the dog in the salr. I put the bunny in my room, the 
next day I fed my dog and my bunny. Then I went to scool. When I 
got horn I plad with my dog and my bunny. 
By June Katie was reading material that was within the range of grade 
level. She was starting to have more confidence in herself and occasionally she 
surprised herself. When reading a complex book to me for the first time she 
stopped suddenly and looked up saying: I can't believe I'm reading this! 
She worked hard with her partner on their fish report and made sure she 
had an equal share of the reading and writing. Her love of books and writing 
was clearly evident, although she continued to seek help whenever material got 
the least bit frustrating. 
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The regular opportunities for new books that were well chosen for her 
instructional range played a significant role in supporting Katie's literacy 
development. The continuous practice of reading her books with her partner and 
at home with her family also supported her development by helping her build 
fluency. In addition, Katie responded to the extensive writing in the classroom. 
By the end of the year she knew many words in complete detail and this became 
very useful to her in supporting her reading development. Opportunities to try 
new things and take risks also benefited Katie. Because she was willing and able 
to seek help when text became difficult, she was witling to try new books. 
Initially, Katie found the classroom environment difficult. She was expected to 
work independently, making choices about what work needed to be done, and 
what activity to engage in. She accomplished little in the beginning of the year 
because she was so unfocuse, but as her skills as a reader and writer improved 
through the intervention, she became better able to deal with the available 
choices and became more focused. 
Kathy 
Kathy was not selected for the Reading Jump program until January. She 
began the year with a strong knowledge of letters and sounds and some core 
words she could write in complete detail. She had attended the transitional class 
the year before where the curriculum emphasized a great deal of writing. 
From the beginning, Kathy was a cautious, shy child. She listened 
carefully to the teacher's directions and worked hard to follow them. Small 
problems were quick to bring her to tears, such as forgetting her library book or 
misplacing something. She made some friends who were quick to help her and 
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they would often be the ones to tell Mrs. Mullens what Kathy's problems were as 
opposed to Kathy herself talking to Mrs. Mullens about it. 
During large group times Kathy never raised her hand. If Mrs. Mullens 
asked if there was anyone who hadn't had a chance to share their story or book 
etc. and a friend tried to tell the teacher that Kathy hadn't, Kathy would nudge 
her friend and shake her head. Mrs. Mullens told me: 
Often a child would come up to me and say Kathy needs this or Kathy would like 
this or Kathy thinks ... Kathy would like another paper because she made a 
mistake. I would say is there anyone who hasn't had a turn and someone would 
go to say her name or a friend would look and say well you have a turn next and 
she would really try to quiet them down so they wouldn 't say she hadn 't had a 
turn because she didn 't want a turn. I never make anyone have a turn who 
doesn't want a turn because I think that's the worst thing you can do to a kid. 
Kathy's writing in the fall showed a good understanding of letters and 
sounds and she was able to spell several common words in complete detail. Her 
topics tended to center on her family: her twin sister Hannah or her older sister 
Terry. 
HANNAH HS A dog. The dog is BIAck N browN N WHite. 
I Love TeRRy 
HaNNah A BD. 
I Love my sistr 
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I golsn WS my sistrs wse 
i love my mommy 
She also tended to write the same thing over and over. In her journal in 
late November she wrote on five separate occasions: 
I Love my 2 BABY CASN 
and several versions of: 
I Love my sistr 
Early on Kathy often failed to cross check meaning with the visual cues. 
Here, Kathy receives support from her reading partner to read cross check visual 
cues with meaning as she reads a Storybox book. What's For Lunch. 
Kathy: "What's for lunch ? What's for lunch" said the bird. What's.. . "Not 
snail," said the snail. "Not snake 
Dan: Does c make 'sss'? 
Kathy: "Not caterpillar, " said the caterpillar. 
It is very helpful that her partner was able to show Kathy specifically what 
to attend to. With that little bit of support Kathy was able to fix up her reading. 
By January it was clear that Kathy had not made much progress during 
the first half of the year. She was able to handle a very repetitive book and was 
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monitoring her reading with one-to-one matching and cross checking meaning 
with the first letter of words. However, when Kathy didn't know a word, she 
stopped and did nothing. Mrs. Mullens expressed her concern for Kathy's 
progress almost weekly from late November up until January when an opening 
became available in the Reading Jump program. 
In the Reading Jump program Kathy was able to put her knowledge of 
letters and sounds and her writing vocabulary to work with her in her reading. 
Rereading was a critical strategy that helped her begin to independently search 
for meaning and structure cues. She quickly began to reread to help herself in 
the classroom. 
During independent reading time in late March Kathy reads. Put me in 
the Zoo by Robert Lopshire to herself: 
Kathy: We do not want you in the zoo. Out you go! Out out w -w— Out you go. 
Out! Out.. . w .. with you. 
Very quickly Kathy was able to move from the early very predictable 
books into more challenging material both in the intervention and in the 
classroom. Instead of stopping, she quickly began to problem solve, searching 
for information that would help her. Her core of known words increased and 
she was able to use her knowledge to help herself in new situations: 
Field notes: April 8 
Kathy is reading with six children in a guided reading lesson. During her 
turn she pauses at the word flap. Under her breath she says fl -ap and then 
quickly puts the word together and continues. 
As Kathy's competence as a reader and writer grew, she began to 
participate in the classroom more actively. In April I observed her volunteering 
to read during a small group guided reading lesson, even though the book was 
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quite difficult. She also began to help her friends the way they had helped her all 
year. I observed her during an independent work time volunteer to go and get 
counters for herself and Jessica in order to complete a math packet. Mrs. Mullens 
also observed a change: 
The first time I saw Kathy raise her hand and really want a turn was on about 
March 18th. We had made little booklets about leprechauns and they had to fill in 
information about a leprechauns that they would make and they had to make one 
and so that was on March 17. It was an afternoon project and the next day we 
shared them and she was the first one to raise her hand up and we sat in our 
sharing circle and I called on her immediately . She did share with us with no 
reserve and she did a very good job. But she was sure of herself. She will really 
only raise her hand if she's absolutely positive about something and she still really 
doesn 't like to take risks. 
Kathy also began to talk to adults. After I stopped working with her in 
April I invited her to stop by anytime and borrow books to take home. She came 
by once a week, often with a friend. She would want to tell me something, 
usually about one of her sisters, or she would ask about her twin, Hannah, who 
was now involved in the Reading Jump program with me. She told me: 
Hannah has trouble with even easy books, but 1 help her. 
Mrs. Mullens also found that Kathy was more willing to talk to her. 
Teacher: She initiates conversations with me! She did not do that at the 
beginning of the year. She now has come to me a couple of times and said, "Can 
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Ellie have another paper she has a problem with what she's doing." (Mrs. Mullens 
laughs) So I see that as having changed. Just generally everything about Kathy is 
for the better. She'll join in more readily. She now is less apprehensive so I see 
that changing here. She has some new confidence and she's very interested and 
very proud of herself when I bring a book in here and she's had that book and she 
wants to let me know that' she's read it and she knows that and she's always 
saying well so and so will probably read that to you and after if she needs help I 
can help her. And she really sparkles. 
Researcher It seems like the biggest issue with her is risk taking. 
Teacher: And I think there's also a very natural shyness and a real inability to 
join in. the way some children will. She I think is a special case really. I see these 
children year after year who can not bring themselves to be like the other 
children. They are introverted and I think she is an introverted child and I think 
as time goes on if she goes through more positive experiences and she keeps 
progressing in reading there will be less and less of this. But I think had she not 
had this help that she would it would have been disastrous for her to go into grade 
2. She would have been just devastated I think. If she gets someone who's 
understanding and starts them out with a pat on the back, she will be OK. 
Kathy also began to write lengthier pieces and tried some new topics: 
I have a dog Namd SAM, he is fne, wen he jrmps on the dog house 
he like to sit on the house. Sam is brown N black n wite. I like to pla 
with Sam. 
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I like my fune her name is Jessica. I like to play with her. she had 
loag blln har. She had haszl eyes. She has a Big Brothr and has a 
Big sister, and her mommy and has Daddy 
My bear is white. His name is Fluffy. I like to play with my bear. He 
likes to slep with me at night. I had him for a log time, I like my 
bear. 
For Kathy, as with the other three children, the continuous opportunity to 
practice reading and writing by herself, with her peers, with the teacher and at 
home with her parents, played a significant role in supporting her development. 
It was also very critical that the teacher continuously reinforced her use of 
multiple strategies because it supported her development as an independent 
reader. Kathy did not naturally attempt to problem solve. As Kathy learned new 
strategies to use when encountering difficulty, the teacher reinforced the 
tentative behavior and supported her continued development. The environment 
which supported risk-taking played an important role as well in Kathy's 
development. Kathy was very shy and didn't want to make mistakes. When she 
started to feel more confident she began to participate more actively and found 
both the teacher and peers to be supportive of her attempts. Kathy may always 
be cautious and shy. But her new belief in herself changed the way she 
participated in the classroom and the roles she took with the teachers and her 
peers. Kathy now saw herself as a reader, as someone who had something to 
say, either on paper or in person, and she took pride in being able to help her 
classmates. 
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Section Summary 
All four children initially struggled with literacy tasks. They hesitated to 
take risks and looked to others for support. Nate, because he was so determined 
and through his relationship with Jake, was able to access classroom literacy the 
fastest and the easiest. He also made the greatest progress of all the children, and 
was reading above grade level by June. After examining the students' reading 
and writing in the classroom, as well as looking at their interactions with the 
teacher and their peers, we can see: 
The students became more strategic as readers, and were able to 
independently problem solve when text became difficult. 
When working on new or only partially known books, the intervention 
students would reread to gain meaning and support for the structure of the 
passage. They scanned the pictures, thought about the story, and took words 
apart on the run by searching for the largest known chunk they knew in the 
word to figure out what unfamiliar words were. 
The students' writing became more detailed and they attempted a broader 
range of topics. 
The intervention students had few letter-sound correlations in their early 
writing and their topics were often limited. All the students were using standard 
spelling for common sight words and hearing and recording most or all sounds 
in words in their classroom writing. Their topics became more varied and 
lengthier. 
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The students became more active participants in the classroom literacy 
activities, raising their hands, giving help to other students and stayed 
more focused on tasks. 
There was a shift in how the students participated in the classroom 
literacy events. During large group sessions they began to raise their hands 
more, began sitting more towards the front of the group and offered to read large 
parts of the morning session. In peer work they offered help and challenged 
their peers' work as well. 
It was very helpful for the intervention students to work with partners 
who were both competent readers and writers and skilled at giving 
assistance. 
Some students understood that reading is a meaningful process. They 
also were active problem-solvers. They regularly attempted to assist each other 
by suggesting clues or strategies and by asking students to cross check meaning 
and visual cues. Other students were more product oriented and impatient as 
students struggled. The more quickly the peers supplied answers the less 
opportunity the intervention student had to problem-solve. Sometimes students' 
attempts to assist children made the reader frustrated and sent them off track. 
Students might lack the flexibility needed to suggest the appropriate strategy, 
especially when text was challenging. Partnerships that were the most positive 
were when the intervention child had a partner who was patient and competent 
enough to suggest strategies that were appropriate. 
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Chapter Summary 
This chapter describes the analysis of patterns in interview and 
observational data. It documents four at-risk students' progress as they 
participated in an early intervention program, and it examines the opportunities 
for reading and writing in this classroom and the materials that were used for 
instruction. Also noted are the changes in students' approaches to literacy 
activities in the classroom and what factors appeared to have an impact on the 
students' responses. 
The opportunities for reading and writing in the classroom for all 
students, including the intervention students, were rich and varied. These 
opportunities allowed students to practice their reading, to work on fluency, and 
to build their repertoires of strategies. The literacy events also provided 
opportunities for risk taking, and risk-taking behavior was encouraged and 
rewarded by the teacher. 
The classroom teacher's approaches to the teaching of reading and writing 
played an important role in the student's progress. The teacher orchestrated the 
students' participation in literacy events. Such orchestration built upon the 
reading strategies that the students were learning in the intervention, reinforcing 
and expanding their skills. 
Students participating in the intervention came to view themselves as 
competent readers. They developed strategies for helping themselves when text 
was challenging, and they were active participants in classroom literacy events. 
Data analyzed in this chapter provide foundation from which to draw 
inferences about the means for increasing access for at-risk beginning readers 
and to make recommendations for classroom practice and further inquiry. 
141 
CHAPTER 5 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the findings of the present study, 
examine them in light of current literature, derive implications for practice, and 
suggest avenues of research that hold promise for better understanding of the 
dynamics of literacy acquisition. 
Summary of the Study 
Many researchers and educators have attempted to unlock the mystery of 
why some children learn to read easily and others find it difficult or even 
impossible. Certainly the child's experience before school with books and school 
type literacy activities plays an important role in determining how successful a 
child will be (Wells, 1986; Goodman, 1984; Teale & Sulzby, 1986). Cultural 
mismatches between a child's home culture and the school culture can also have 
a negative impact (Heath, 1983; Philips, 1972). Instruction in the classroom also 
plays a key role. This research seeks to understand better the instructional 
influences on a child's progress. Over the last hundred years, different types of 
reading instruction have been explored and introduced into schools (Samuels & 
Kamil, 1984; Allington, 1991). A prevalent practice has been to sort children into 
ability groups so that appropriate instruction and pace of instruction can be 
geared to the child's need (Allington, 1991). For children who were experiencing 
difficulty, a slower pace, more repetition, and more work with letters and sounds 
(phonics instruction) were believed to be necessary (Allington, 1983; Eder, 1982; 
Collins, 1987). Remedial and special education programs were designed to give 
more instruction in sub parts and to slow down instruction even more. In an 
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effort to stem high retention rates some schools have taken a developmental view 
that with the gift of time, specifically through a transitional kindergarten / grade 
1, children will mature and then be able to learn. 
In the end, the children who were sorted out early for slower paced 
instruction, for remedial or special education help, for increased phonics 
instruction, or who were given the "gift of time," continued to make little 
progress or at least significantly slower progress than their peers (Pinnell & 
Wayson, 1991). There has been a growing interest over the last two decades in 
finding better ways to support high-risk young students as they learn to read. 
The major purpose of this study has been to gain insight into the complex 
process of literacy acquisition in a particular setting. An additional purpose has 
been to suggest promising practices for supporting reading acquisition by high- 
risk young students. 
Specifically, this inquiry has focused on the literacy development of four 
children who were identified as being high-risk for reading difficulties, how they 
responded to an intervention program that was designed to accelerate their 
literacy learning, and to examine how they responded to the classroom literacy 
program during and after the intervention. 
The study was carried out in the following manner. First, four children 
were identified as being at-risk for reading difficulty by Clay's Diagnostic Survey 
(1978). The classroom was selected because of the teacher's involvement with the 
intervention program and her interest in supporting young beginning readers. A 
preliminary review of current literature included what is currently known about 
the reading process, the differences between successful and less successful 
readers, and the theoretical foundation of the intervention program, Reading 
Recovery, designed by Clay to teach at-risk beginning readers the strategies good 
readers use. Data were gathered on the classroom teacher's theories; the 
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student's progress in literacy acquisition; and the effect of curriculum, 
instruction, and peers on student progress over a nine month period. Data were 
gathered through a combination of participant observation, audio taping of 
representative portions of classroom reading program, teacher and student 
interviews, conversations, notes, and reflections. Analysis continued for five 
months after the data collection was complete. Such analysis enabled me to 
discern important connections between the students' progress and the teacher's 
beliefs and practices. 
Limitations 
It is important at this point to recapitulate the delimitations imposed by 
the research design as well as other factors construed to have affected inferential 
limits. Since this is a case study, I am limited to inferences drawn from 
systematic observations. To what degree the behaviors observed were 
contaminated by the intrusion of my presence and participation as a researcher is 
open to conjecture, as is the unusually excellent working relationship between 
the classroom teacher and myself. 
Concluding Inferences 
Understanding how and when students gain literacy skills is complex. 
Instruction, curriculum, teacher's theories and peers interactions all affect 
student progress. Many variables affect what occurs as individuals and learning 
environments interact. In addition, the presence of myself as a researcher may 
affect what the teacher and children say and do. However, consistent behavior in 
the classroom over the nine months of weekly visits provides a sound footing for 
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interpreting and discussing findings. This foundation is further strengthened by 
the genuine interest and open, spontaneous reflections of the teacher and 
students in response to my questions. Patterns in interview and observational 
data led to several conclusions about the support of high-risk beginning readers 
in and out of the classroom. The conclusions will be organized around the key 
questions that guided the investigation: What changes take place in students' 
approaches to literacy during the intervention? Do students employ in the 
classroom the strategies acquired during the intervention? If so, how and when? 
How do the classroom teacher's beliefs and practices appear to influence the 
progress of students during and after the intervention? 
What changes take place in students' approaches to literacy during the 
intervention? 
Finding #1 
The intervention program provided direct instruction to students on how 
to approach reading and writing tasks in a strategic way. All four students 
gained skills for approaching new text and gained confidence and a willingness 
to take risks. 
Stanovich (1986) in his review of the literature points to how good readers 
get better while poor readers fall further behind. Something in the way a good 
reader reads creates a forward thrust. What has been in the past seen as a 
forward thrust. Clay (1991) says has been ". . . explained by phonological skills 
and rapidly expanding vocabulary brought on by quantity of reading" (p.4) is 
better explained by a developed network of strategies Clay calls the "self¬ 
extending system." When the children who are given texts of appropriate 
difficulty are able to problem-solve with more than one kind of information. 
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(using meaning and oral language), use visual information, use phonological 
information, search the print, check and correct their reading without prompting, 
and continue to apply strategies to increasingly more difficult text, we could say 
they have a self-extending system. They will continue to get better as readers 
and writers because they learn more about the written language each time they 
encounter meaningful print. 
All four students when they entered the intervention program had few 
strategies for dealing with unfamiliar text and were behind their peers in most 
literacy skills. Three of the four students made significant gains, catching up 
with their peers. The fourth child made many gains, but required additional 
support beyond the short-term support provided during the intervention. 
While all four children were not completely demonstrating an ability to 
fully use a range of strategies on grade level materials, when given appropriate 
reading materials, all four of the children were able to problem solve, using 
meaning, the structure of the language and visual / phonological information to 
deal with unfamiliar words. 
Do students employ in the classroom the strategies acquired during the 
intervention? If so, how and when? 
All four children were observed using the strategies they were learning in 
the intervention in the classroom. I found that the way the classroom 
environment was arranged played a significant role in the support for the 
student's literacy growth. The environment provided opportunities for 
independence and provided necessary time for practicing and refining the 
students' new literacy skills. 
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Finding #2 
Students in this classroom were encouraged to become independent. The 
classroom was organized to support this by the way books, writing tools (paper, 
markers, colored pencils etc.) were available and accessible. Students had 
choices about what work to engage in and were able to pick places in the room to 
work. They could seek the help of other students in the room when necessary 
and could work collaboratively with others as well. 
Finding #3 
All children in Mrs. Mullens' room spent a tremendous amount of time 
engaged in reading and writing activities. Students read ten or more books each 
day. In addition the students listened to the teacher and other students read at 
least another dozen books a day. Writing was integrated into several lessons 
each day. There were daily opportunities to write on a topic chosen by the 
students and assigned writing to do centered around themes or books. 
The time spent on reading and writing played a significant role in 
supporting the literacy development of the at-risk students. The students were 
able to observe other more competent readers, both by the modeling the teacher 
did, and their reading partners. They also had many opportunities to practice 
their reading and writing. Each time a child has an opportunity to read, 
something new is learned or made more clear. Here, the students were able to 
build on fluency and practice multiple strategies as they encountered difficulty in 
new text. Writing gave them an opportunity to learn more about letters and 
sounds, how words and language work. 
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Many researchers have found the lack of meaningful reading and writing 
opportunities to be detrimental to a child's progress (Allington, 1991, McGill- 
Franzen & Allington, 1990). Researchers and educators now believe rich and 
numerous opportunities to read and write provide beginning readers with the 
"literacy set" they need to become competent readers and writers (Smith, 1985; 
Holdaway,1979; Goodman, 1984). Clay (1991) believes that as children are 
engaged in doing reading work on new text, they learn more about the reading 
process. Stanovich (1986) refers to this as "bootstrapping." Clay's research (1979) 
also suggests that frequent rereadings of books promotes fluency necessary for 
comprehension. It is clear that if real reading promotes a better understanding of 
the reading process and fosters more competent and fluent readers, that the 
number of opportunities to read and write must be increased in classrooms. Mrs. 
Mullens' classroom offered these opportunities. 
How do the classroom teacher's beliefs and practices appear to influence 
the progress of students during and after the intervention? 
Finding #4 
The teacher manifested a view of reading as a meaningful and strategic 
problem solving process, which played a significant role in reinforcing what the 
children were learning in the intervention. This was evident in the way the 
teacher demonstrated problem solving strategies, rewarded partial attempts at 
problem solving, and encouraged peers to support each other by suggesting 
ways to solve problems. The strategies Mrs. Mullens encouraged as well as the 
specific language she used were very similar to the strategies the Reading Jump 
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teacher was using. In addition she encouraged students to support each other to 
use strategies and there was evidence that some students became proficient at 
helping other students operate at a strategic level. 
Clay (1991) believes that every time a learner has an opportunity to solve a 
problem independently, or solve one with support, that the learner's knowledge 
of the subject broadens. This role as active strategic problem solver increases 
students' understanding of the literacy process. Excess emphasis in reading 
instruction and materials on phonics or word attack skills has been found to 
distract children from the purpose of reading - decoding written language for 
meaning (Goodman, 1968). Poor readers have been found to sound out words 
with little reference to meaning, and as a result lack fluency (Smith, 1982). Smith 
(1978) believes children who read in a word by word fashion, attempting to 
identify one word at a time, believe, and may well have been taught, that 
meaning should be their last concern. Brown (1982) found that less successful 
students are not aware of the need to be strategic, to plan ahead, to monitor and 
check on their own understanding. She says, "Such students can be helped to 
become more active learners" (p.51). 
Mrs. Mullens's reading instruction emphasized the importance of making 
meaning. She demonstrated and reinforced the use of active problem solving in 
order to make meaning from their reading. This greatly supported the 
intervention students. At the same time that they were being taught during the 
intervention strategies for making meaning it was important to work 
concurrently with peers who viewed reading in the same way and to work 
collaboratively with peers and the teacher to make meaning. 
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Finding #5 
The classroom teacher in this study held clear expectations and provided 
thorough instruction in the care and use of the abundant resources at the 
students' disposal. She modeled and discussed and then had students practice 
independently and collaboratively the employment of classroom resources in 
their literacy activities. In doing so, she acted on her belief that active 
participation in literacy events is a critical variable in acquiring access to literacy. 
Como (1989) points out that students who are able to display their literacy 
knowledge appropriately will be able to use their knowledge of classroom 
resources to succeed better at classroom tasks. Because Mrs. Mullens spent time 
early in the year showing the children how to go about using materials and 
participating appropriately in literacy tasks, very little time was spent later in the 
year telling children where to go or what to do. Mrs. Mullens was freed from the 
need to oversee and manage the class and able to work for long periods of time 
uninterrupted with individuals or small groups of children. Children were at 
ease in seeking help from their peers and often worked collaboratively to 
accomplish tasks. I rarely observed a child off task in this classroom, especially 
after the first two months of school. 
Smith (1988) talks about children joining the language "club." Here in 
Mrs. Mullens' classroom children are explicitly taught the rules of the club, they 
learn the culture, they leam ". . . club members' ways of perceiving the world, 
their attitudes, their values, their dislikes, their imperatives" (p. 197). 
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Finding #6 
The classroom teacher actively encouraged risk-taking which supported 
the students' progress. The teacher did this by demonstrating how and when to 
take risks, rewarding partial attempts, and encouraging students' attempts, even 
when they weren't sure. She created a safe environment for taking chances. 
As students try out new things in their reading and writing, knowledge of 
the reading and writing process expands. The teacher constantly encouraged 
children to try things and rewarded students for partial attempts. Students were 
willing to attempt new writing topics, or new and harder books, because they 
came to expect the teacher's support and encouragement for these attempts. The 
teacher often would point out how even wrong attempts helped everyone learn. 
This freedom for risk taking supported the students in the intervention to try 
things they were learning but not yet completely sure of. 
Holdaway (1979) believes that an environment conducive to learning must 
be secure and supportive. It should be a place where help is easily received and 
where there is no threat associated with the learning of the task. In this 
classroom peers sometimes countered the teacher's efforts, but overall, the 
teacher's influence was stronger than that of the peers. The skills gained in the 
intervention in combination with the teacher's strong message that it was good to 
try gave the students the resiliency to work on problems, even when it wasn't 
easy. 
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Implications 
Implications For Creating School Communities That Support All Readers 
Most teachers are concerned about helping struggling readers, but often 
the instruction they give and the opportunities they provide for real reading and 
writing are different from what they provide to the more successful learners. 
This may be because they mistakenly believe that additional practice is needed in 
learning letters and letter sounds before children can do whole reading and 
writing. Work on discrete sub skills is actually more complex than working on 
whole text where a student can use multiple strategies. Struggling readers need 
many opportunities to practice on whole text. This gives them an opportunity to 
use multiple cue sources, build sight vocabulary, and learn more about how 
words work. 
Struggling readers are also often referred to a specialist for additional help 
only after they have experienced months or a year or more of failure. These 
students often have developed unproductive habits that unless overcome may 
keep them from progressing. They may spend all of their reading time out of 
the classroom, often with a small group of children who are experiencing similar 
difficulties. Instead of having opportunities to interact with students who are 
having success and to observe reading strategies that are working, they are 
interacting with others who have perhaps even greater difficulty themselves. 
The help the specialist offers may have little to do with what is happening in the 
classroom. They may be asked to do exercises that have little connection to real 
reading. Under such conditions, students often develop poor self-esteem and an 
unwillingness to take risks necessary to further their learning. These students 
often become disruptive because they have not learned appropriate ways to learn 
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or because they feel bad about themselves and about the place where they feel 
they are failures. One-on-one tutoring provides students with instruction that is 
specifically designed to meet the needs of the student Providing an intervention 
before a child experiences failure and develops bad habits allows the 
intervention to be short term. 
Data from this study suggest that when the specialist and classroom 
teacher work closely together and both approach reading as a meaningful, 
strategic, problem-solving process, literacy acquisition is significantly influenced. 
Both an intervention program and classroom program need to provide students 
with many rich opportunities for reading and writing real, meaningful text and 
teach students to be strategic problem solvers. One-on-one intervention provides 
specific and direct instruction designed to meet individual needs before poor 
responses become habits. The classroom, in turn, provides additional instruction 
and the necessary opportunities for practicing new and emerging skills. The 
classroom with a print-rich environment, predictable books that invite emerging 
readers to work strategically, and peers that model and practice problem solving 
strategies all worked together to provide support that increased access for high- 
risk students' literacy development. 
Implications for Teacher Education 
Classroom teachers play a powerful role in children's literacy progress. In 
this study it has been found that the teacher's theory of reading as a meaningful 
process and her belief that literacy learning best occurred within a language rich, 
risk-free environment played a significant role in supporting the high-risk 
students' progress. It is imperative that all teachers have a strong theoretical 
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understanding of the reading process and how to adapt theory to practice. They 
need to understand what books support beginning readers, what strategies to 
demonstrate and reinforce, how to use diagnostic tools that will allow them to 
carefully observe emergent readers, and how to organize literacy events to 
support developing readers .Teachers need to understand the cueing system and 
how to foster strategic readers. In many teacher education programs only one 
reading and language arts course is offered to students preparing to be teachers. 
Most of these students have grown up in a system that used basals, workbooks 
and fill-in- the-blank writing exercises. To prepare these students to teach 
reading and help them develop a deep understanding of the theory and practice 
of literacy instruction probably requires more than one course of study. 
Teacher in-service should continue to refine and expand on the teacher's 
understanding of the literacy process. Small class size and sufficient support 
staff are also important to allow the teacher to make careful observations of 
students in her/ his classroom and for individualizing instruction. 
Implications for Further Research 
This study contributes to the research on literacy development for high- 
risk readers by providing evidence that suggests that progress toward literacy 
access for high-risk children is dependent in a large part on complementary 
coordination of the intervention and the classroom activities. It provides detailed 
description of an early intervention program, the response of four children to the 
program and the children's response to one classroom literacy program that 
operated in a complementary way to the intervention program. To guide and 
stimulate additional research on ways to understand how to support high-risk 
beginning readers, the following recommendations are suggested. 
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Intensive Study of One Child 
The progress of many of the children participating in the intervention 
accelerated very quickly. To gain a better understanding of just when and how 
students' transfer skills learned in the intervention, it is recommended that one 
child be observed in the classroom daily before, throughout and following the 
intervention program 
Additional Classrooms 
This study examines four children from one first grade classroom. 
Comparison of data from additional classrooms that share a common philosophy 
and practice to the intervention program and those that do not would lead to a 
deeper understanding of how important the compatibility of the intervention to 
the classroom program is. 
Investigating the Impact of the Intervention Training on Classroom Teachers 
Because the classroom teacher was participating in in-service training and 
providing one-on-one tutoring to one student in her classroom, her theory and 
practice in her classroom might have been shifting. To better understand the 
impact of this training a study might be conducted that examines a teacher's 
theory and practice prior to the in-service work and then following the in-service 
training. 
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Reading Recovery Training 
This study examines an intervention program based on Clay's work, but 
the teachers involved did not receive the intensive training Reading Recovery 
provides with weekly observations and discussions during the behind-the-glass 
demonstration lessons. Examining how Reading Recovery students respond to 
classroom literacy programs would be important for increasing our knowledge 
of how to support high-risk beginning readers. 
Longitudinal Studies 
Data in this study indicate that high-risk readers can make accelerated 
gains when supported by an early short term intervention that provides direct 
instruction in ho\y,use multiple strategies to problem-solve on text. Such 
acceleration is fostered by a classroom that provides similar instruction which 
focuses on teaching beginning readers to be strategic problem-solvers and 
provides ample opportunities for practice, risk-taking, and peer support. 
Because data collection was only carried out over one school year, it is not known 
if progress made by participating students will be continued. Further, it would 
be interesting to know if students are affected by the kind of classroom reading 
instruction they receive after they leave first grade. How do they respond if the 
literacy program continues to match and reflect a similar theory and practice of 
the teacher in first grade, or how do they respond if the program does not match? 
A longitudinal study in which participating students are followed for three to 
five years along with the classroom contexts for their literacy learning would 
provide insights into the long term effects of early and intense instruction of 
strategic reading for high-risk children. 
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Connections between Reading at Home and Reading at School 
This study focused on the support given at school to the high-risk children 
and the theory and practice of their school instruction. Families at home are 
known to provide an important and powerful influence on their children's 
reading development. It would be illuminating to know more about the impact 
of parents' beliefs on student progress and if there is a shift in understanding 
from their interaction with intervention teachers and/or classroom teachers. 
Further study is needed to understand what impact regular communication by 
teachers to parents makes to increase parents' understanding of the reading 
process and how they go about supporting students at home, especially during 
the summer months between first and second grade. 
Conclusions 
Much has been learned in the last two decades about the reading process 
and how to observe beginning readers and the progress they are making. It is 
important to provide support for high-risk students before they fall further and 
further behind their peers and before they develop bad habits and responses that 
keep them from progressing. Effective instruction for emerging readers requires 
careful selection of books, multiple opportunities for expanding and practicing 
on real text, real opportunities to write meaningful and purposeful writing, 
demonstration and reinforcement of multiple use of strategies, careful design of 
literacy events that foster peer support, risk-taking, and a shared understanding 
of the reading process by all teachers providing instruction. 
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In the light of the mounting evidence that timing is crucial for intervention 
to overcome insufficiency in a child's strategic repertoire for literacy acquisition— 
i.e., no later than the end of first grade-better understanding of the dynamics of 
the symbiotic relationship of all contributors to the process of literacy 
acquisition—classroom teachers, reading specialists, parents, peers—becomes 
crucial. To this the present study offers a modest contribution. Ensuring that all 
emerging readers have access to appropriate and superior quality literacy 
interaction involves excellent pre-service and in-service programs for education 
professionals and parents, not only to improve understanding and skills to 
improve access to literacy, but to enhance the quality of interaction of home and 
classroom. Further, at this time of diminishing resources and increased 
enrollment, it is imperative to demonstrate that shifting resources to support of 
early intervention can be justified. Therefore, the rewards accruing from 
breaking the chain of failure early on are not simply an enlarged cohort of better 
learners in the higher grades and a generation of literate adults, but the 
elimination of the need for years of special services and reduction in the tolls of 
adult illiteracy which make such expenditures cost effective. 
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